A Grounded Theory to Map the Territory of Saudi Corporate Social Responsibility Reporting by Alwahaibi, M et al.
A GROUNDED THEORY TO MAP THE TERRITORY OF SAUDI 
CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY REPORTING 
Abstract: 
This study investigates the practice of corporate social responsibility reporting (hereafter 
CSRR) in the context of Saudi Arabia. The investigation encompasses a detailed description 
of corporate social responsibility (hereafter CSR) perception, CSR implementation and CSRR; 
and an interpretation for reporting practice. The interpretation seeks to provide a grounded 
theory that is capable of offering a plausible explanation for what shapes this reporting. In 
addition, the study examines and links the drivers and desired outcomes of CSRR.  
A primarily interpretive philosophical assumption was employed in the study, utilising the 
grounded theory methodology and semi-structured interviews as a tool for data collection. The 
data were collected through three phases of interviews with participants from the Saudi 
petrochemical and energy industry. The personnel chosen to participate in the research were 
those with direct CSR involvement who were empowered to make decisions; most of them 
were leaders or managers. The first two phases were designed to elicit what is understood by 
CSR within Saudi companies, how it is implemented and how it is then reported. These two 
phases built the preliminary concepts and categories of the open and axial coding analysis. The 
third phase of interviews were then used to construct the selective codes and to identify the 
core concept in order to generate the theory. The use of the grounded theory methodology 
exactly as instructed is largely absent from the CSR literature. 
The first part of the findings provides a description of CSR practices. It reveals that despite the 
uncertainty regarding exactly what CSR means to Saudi companies and what it involves, CSR 
is perceived as an important concept. A gap between how it is perceived and how it is to be 
implemented as well as a lack of a systematic CSR strategy and performance measurements 
were evidenced. CSR is implemented as ‘external’ to business operations and there is a lack of 
creativity. There is also evidence of a gap between CSR implementation/activities and CSRR. 
CSRR is arbitrary and inconsistent, lacks a formal mechanism, has many transparency issues, 
and gains less attention than CSR activities.  
The second part of the findings- built utilising the first part- presents a grounded theory that is 
induced to interpret the reporting practices of Saudi companies. The generated theory is 
illustrated in a textual and diagrammatical model that maps the territory of Saudi CSRR. Based 
on the managerial perspectives, the map explains what forms and shapes the reporting 
practices, illustrating and identifying accountability (both tacit and/or explicit) as the core 
concept/engine of the CSRR mechanism. Accountability in this grounded theory not only 
reenergises the conventional importance of the concept but also extends its scope. Therefore, 
accountability is not only society-centred but also organisation-centred. 
The study concludes by suggesting a number of broad proposals and recommendations for 
future research and practice, which were developed by considering the challenges faced by 
companies that were captured during the analysis. It is hoped that the recommendations will 
improve CSRR.   
 
Introduction 
Although CSR reporting has been developed and transformed from being on the periphery of 
accounting literature to being in the centre of the research agenda (Parker, 2014), it is still under 
construction and the organisational practices that are related to CSR reporting still need more 
exploration (Unerman et al., 2007; Owen, 2008; Gray, 2009; Hopwood, 2009; Liane et al., 
2013). For example, according to Tilt (2016), commenting on the previous Adams’ 
classification: “[w]hile CSR reporting has been studied by a large number of scholars, only a 
few fall into the second of the categories above, and consider context in detail. This is 
particularly relevant when considering developing countries. A few papers have specifically 
reviewed studies on developing countries.” (p.2). CSR reporting needs to be extended from 
merely observing the current practice to innovating new approaches (Gray, 2008). Also, it 
needs to initiate a broader discussion and further engagement of stakeholders’ groups and local 
government in CSR reporting research, as well as integrating CSR reporting into mainstream 
accounting education from the views of the broader values of society and ethics (Owen, 2008). 
In spite of the significant progress in the extent and quality of CSR reporting – even though it 
is voluntary in general (Milne and Gray, 2007) – reporting is still a developed country 
phenomenon, due to the fact that the majority of CSR studies have been undertaken in countries 
and regions such as the USA, the UK, Western Europe, Australasia, North America and Japan 
(Chapple and Moon, 2005; Tilt, 2016). 
Very few studies have focused on CSR in developing countries (for example, Hossain et al., 
2006; Kamla, 2007; Eljayash et al., 2013) and the existing literature is relatively narrow. 
However, recently there has been growing interest in studying CSR reporting in developing 
countries, mainly as a result of the increased tendency towards capitalist systems (Tilt, 2016). 
Most research conducted in developing countries has concentrated on newly industrialised 
countries such as Hong Kong, China, Korea and Malaysia (Akrout and Ben Othman, 2013), 
while few studies have focused on Arab countries. In general, these studies mainly have a social 
nature, are relatively recent and have an exploratory aim (Visser 2009). 
The body of CSR and CSR reporting research in Saudi Arabia, considering its political, 
economic, social and cultural characteristics, is still in its initial stages and shows a dearth of 
available material in this regard, as will be discussed in detail in Chapter 1. Similar to the 
international orientation, the scant literature on the context of Saudi Arabia focuses on 
describing CSR activities and sometimes on CSR conception more than reporting. There is an 
agreement that there is a growing interest in the concept of Saudi business and society. Also, 
attitudes towards CSR in Saudi Arabia are extremely influenced by religious and traditional 
values regarding responsibility (Emtairah et al., 2009; Al-Sabban et al., 2014). It is also noted 
that CSR practices and policies vary across Saudi businesses. However, there is a lack of 
theoretical and practical frameworks (Mandurah et al., 2012). Studies on CSR reporting show 
that the level of CSR disclosure in Saudi Arabia is low and involves non-environmental 
voluntary issues of interest to stakeholders. There is also an agreement on the positive influence 
of a company’s size and the engagement of the owners with CSR reporting. 
International practices have verified that although there are some underlying standards and 
practices, such as ISO 26000 and GRI, there is no unified pattern for CSR because the practices 
vary among countries. However, this variation is related to the national business systems rather 
than the country’s development stage, which in turn reflects the profile of the country of 
operation rather than the original country (Chapple and Moon, 2005). 
Because the country and the contextual dependency of CSR are significant factors (Dobers and 
Halme, 2009; Gjølberg, 2009), it is important to note that: “the concept and practice of [CSR] 
must be defined by its national and cultural context, if it is to be relevant and effective” (Visser 
and Tolhurst, 2010, p. xxvi). 
According to Tilt, (2016), although research is scant, the papers that have been written on the 
subject of CSR reporting offer the opinion that the ‘country’ factor determines the extent of 
companies’ engagement in CSR practices and the degree of their reporting, but they do not 
investigate in any greater depth. However, much of the research on developing nations has 
utilised developed countries’ frameworks in order to explain the reporting practices. Therefore, 
for the nations whose social/political, cultural or regulatory context is different, the existing 
research does not explore the various contextual elements that can affect firms’ CSR practices 
in such countries. A study by Ioannou and Serafeim (2012) (cited in Halkos and Skouloudis, 
2106) indicates that country-related factors explain more than a third of the variations in 
companies’ CSR engagements. 
Highlighting variations in CSR practice within different nations identifies the need for more 
research on the style and method of reporting practices, which should be relevant to the 
individual country’s own qualities. A more rounded picture of the elements that inform social 
disclosure might emerge, and knowledge of what amounts to ‘good practice’ should be 
apparent, not to mention what is classed as ‘bad practice’. Although this may not further the 
progress of voluntary reporting initiatives, it might stimulate discussion on the success of such 
initiatives, and if big firms can set accountability as a goal (Gray et al., 1996, p. 164) 
It can be argued that CSR is more essential in developing countries than in the West, due to its 
valuable stimulation and rich challenges to the sceptical patterns of Western scholars (Kisenyi 
and Gray, 1998). Visser (2009) outlines four reasons for distinguishing developing countries 
and justifying the focus on developing countries when studying CSR:  
“1) developing countries represent the most rapidly expanding economies, and hence the most 
lucrative growth markets for business (IMF, 2006); 2) developing countries are where social 
and environmental crises are usually felt most acutely in the world (WRI, 2005; UNDP, 2006); 
3) developing countries are where globalisation, economic growth, investment, and business 
activity are likely to have the most dramatic social and environmental impacts (both positive 
and negative) (World Bank, 2006); and 4) developing countries present a distinctive set of CSR 
agenda challenges that are collectively quite different to those faced in the developed world” 
(p.2). 
The differences in CSR practices between Western nations and other countries are not only 
subject to the how mature is the level of practices. It is also, subject to other characteristics 
such as cultural and religious (Ronnegard, 2013), political and economic. Ronnegard, for 
example, opines that countries such as Middle Eastern countries (especially Saudi Arabia) 
where the Islamic religion shapes and constructs most societies’ values and norms, may 
develop a path for CSR that might differ from that drawn by developed countries. This can be 
explained by the fact that Western corporations struggle to communicate their ethical codes, 
while such ethics, charity in particular, are rooted in corporate leaders’ religious insights and 
are often translated in their strategic design (Ronnegard, 2013). 
 
Rationale and Originality of the Research 
In view of the previous overview about CSR reporting, “It is clear that CSR reflects – to a 
degree at least – the social and political context in which it takes place” (Gray et al., 1996, 
p.164). CSR is concerned about the responsibilities of organisations with regard to the variety 
of stakeholders in society. CSR reporting, therefore, is a type of corporate dialogue with 
stakeholders and a way of communicating a company’s engagement with society and its ethical 
values. Thus, in order to capture, understand, interpret and then develop corporate social 
practices (including reporting) it needs to be examined within the context it operates in. As 
mentioned above, the body of research conducted in the context of developing counties is 
relatively narrow in relation to that of developed countries. Even more so, most of the concepts, 
theories and frameworks used to study CSR reporting in developing countries are based on 
those demonstrated successful experiences in developed countries. This further elevates the 
importance of emancipative approaches when studying CSR reporting in different contexts, 
especially considering that there are growing indications that tend to doubt the applicability of 
Western CSR practices to explain developing countries’ practices. Nations with market 
economies tend to have fairly robust institutional frameworks, where there is well-run and 
reasonably applied regulation. In developing nations that are affected by corruption, 
unpredictable bureaucracy, tenuous property rights and inconsistent application of laws, 
however, CSR can be viewed and practised very differently (see, for example, Bebbington, 
2001; Jamali and Mirshak, 2007; Kamla, 2007; Dobers and Halme, 2009; Ronnergard, 2013; 
Tilt, 2016). 
This research investigates CSR reporting in the context of Saudi Arabia for many reasons. Until 
recently, CSR research – especially CSR reporting – in Saudi Arabia, as a developing country, 
has received little attention in the available literature. The Saudi Arabian context for CSR 
differs from those of developed countries in a variety of political, economic, environmental 
and social ways (for further details please see Chapter 1). Saudi Arabia is not a capitalist 
country and the government is a non-democratic body with centralised control, which may 
explain the view that CSR is seen simply as a governmental responsibility. 
The cultural structure in Saudi Arabia is deeply religious and family oriented. The social 
hierarchy in the country normally assigns more prominence to relationships of an informal 
nature (Al-Twaijry et al., 2002; Haniffa & Hudaib, 2007) rather than recognised and formal 
CSR and accountability structures. 
Saudi Arabia is the world’s second (if not the first) largest producer of oil, and its economy 
relies on oil revenues. Changes in oil prices can affect a country’s plans, especially if the 
country is dependent on economic prosperity, such as extra free social services. This may raise 
the question of reforming the role of the government as well as businesses in terms of CSR 
activities. Diversification of economic resources is a main government objective, as well as 
engaging in a programme to actively encourage foreign investment, which means becoming 
more integrated and more visible to the global economy. In addition, Saudi Arabia is a major 
G20 economy and hosts many multinational companies, which ensures an important share for 
Saudi companies in the global economy. This, therefore, entails a level of reporting that should 
be in line – or at least with no large variance – with international standards. 
The structure of Saudi business institutions is embodied within a tight, concentrated 
configuration (which is chiefly made up of families and government officials), where there is 
a small amount of involvement from institutions. The consequence is that the influence exerted 
by shareholders to introduce and impose corporate regulations is insufficient. This can have an 
adverse effect on corporations’ will and desire to be transparent (Al-Bassam et al., 2015). 
Saudi Arabia suffers from problems such as a relatively high unemployment rate, a high 
corruption rate and severe water scarcity, which remain among the top development challenges. 
Thus, and in view of the fact that there is no regulation of CSR in Saudi Arabia, other than 
some environmental issues, those problems may direct the growing public opinion and some 
other non-governmental institutions to question companies’ responsibilities and their social 
and environmental participation in solving these problems - not to mention the possibility of 
accusing the companies for causing some of these issues. 
Since the will to study companies’ motivations for CSR reporting within a specific context is 
not well developed and there has been “no real thought about the theoretical assumptions being 
made” (Tilt 2016, P.), further research is needed. 
In light of that and also based on the contextual setting of Saudi companies previously 
discussed, there is a lack of sound social and environmental accounting and CSR disclosure in 
Saudi Arabia (Ali and Alali, 2012). Also, on the grounds of the lack of a national theoretical 
CSR framework (Mandurah et al., 2012;) as well as the low level of reporting practices, this 
study seeks to contribute to the scant literature by exploring and providing an understanding of 
Saudi CSR reporting practices considering the contextual factors they operate in. However, 
this will be studied from the businesses’ point of view, and will attempt to understand and 
explain the motivations for that reporting. In addition, the minimal literature of Saudi CSRR 
(see Chapter 2) suggest that companies in Saudi Arabia disclose social information on a low 
level. Contrary to the current research, these studies are mainly descriptive in nature using 
quantitative approaches (mainly content analysis) restricting their investigation to a specific 
theory and focusing on the annual reports only. Also, none of them explored the companies’ 
managers perspectives or sought to provide an explanation of CSRR practices.  Therefore, it is 
expected that the current study will not only expand the literature of comparative social 
accounting in general and in CCG countries in particular (for the many contextual similarities 
with Saudi Arabia) but also it will offer insights that illuminate companies’ perspectives which 
facilitate understanding of CSRR in the Saudi context. The holistic approach that this study 
seeks to apply by linking the managers’ perspective pertaining to CSR perception with CSR 
implementation and CSRR, will lead to a potential richer understanding of CSR practices in 
Saudi Arabia and may bring consideration of CSRR to the attention of regulatory bodies 
especially Saudi Organization for Certified Public Accountants (SOCPA). 
Seeing companies embed responsibilities in their mainstream operations beyond the 
responsibility of profit maximisation, such as their responsibility towards society and the 
environment and, equally important, seeing them caring about stakeholders beyond 
shareholders and investors, is the core motivation of this research. Building on that knowledge 
is power which can be provided through reporting; and dealing with reporting as a two-way 
approach may influence companies to be more accountable for their environmental and social 
impacts. 
 
Research Aim and questions  
As aforementioned above, a number of studies assert that the country in which the company 
disclose CSR information, influences the extent and the theme of CSRR. It is also argued that 
CSR is more essential in developing countries than in developed countries (Visser,2009) where 
in which most of the research is conducted. Developing countries are not homogenous in terms 
of the contextual factors and also, they don’t share these contextual factors with developed 
countries (Bebbington, 2001). It is this dissimilarity which suggests that CSRR in developing 
countries is different from CSRR in developed countries -Saudi Arabia in particular- and 
accordingly, it justifies the need for further exploration. Therefore, it is expected that CSRR in 
Saudi Arabia (the focus of this thesis) will exhibit different practices, drivers and motivations. 
In view of this, the current study is designed to ultimately explain the social reporting practices 
using the lens of managerial perspectives on CSR and CSRR to facilitate that explanation. 
The study aims to draw a holistic perspective of CSRR practices by Saudi Arabian companies 
and to generate a theory that is capable of offering a plausible explanation for what shapes this 
reporting.  
Based on this aim, the research process evolved addressing the following two primary research 
questions: 
How the current practice of corporate social responsibility reporting is perceived by Saudi 
corporates’ managers?  
What does constitute an explanation (or theory) for CSRR practice in Saudi Arabia? 
Research Methodology  
Ontologically, this study is aligned with the interpretive paradigm (see Chapter 3), which views 
reality as multi-faceted, dynamic, perceived differently and constructed by the actors 
themselves. Reality is, therefore, is seen within its historical social, cultural and environmental 
context. An interpretive researcher develops his/her interpretation via subjective understanding 
and using his/her personal lens to analyse the data and to draw a conclusion. (Burrell and 
Morgan, 1979; Ryan et al., 2002; Creswell, 2003; Myers, 2013). This ontological assumption 
governs the way how to gain the knowledge (epistemological assumption) of CSRR in the 
context of Saudi Arabia and defines the nature of the relationship between the researcher and 
what can be known (Guba and Lincoln, 1994). Accordingly, this study explores the ‘reality’ of 
CSRR as constructed by corporate managers and representatives of consultant groups in Saudi 
Arabia and seeks to interact with, and incorporate various views of the study’ participants. 
Approaching research in this manner often leads to, inductively, developing a theory or pattern 
of meanings rather than starting with a theory as in positivism. This anti-positivist stance allows 
the CSRR to be investigated in a way that values subjective responses and does not set out with 
a view that CSRR in Saudi Arabia should merely be measured and quantified within 
predetermined categories.  
The methodology applied for the purposes of this study is ‘grounded theory’ (in particular 
Strauss and Corbin (1990) wherein the researcher’s theory is grounded in the participants’ 
views and is “derived from data, systematically gathered and analysed through the research 
process’ (Strauss and Corbin, 1990, p.12).   
Generating a theory that is capable of offering a plausible explanation for CSRR in Saudi 
Arabia instead of relying on an existing theory is based on that the theory that interprets an 
organisation’s CSR behaviour in a specific context may be questioned in another context 
(Spicer et al., 2004). in addition, developing a primary theory before data collection may revoke 
and restrict any potential explanation. Therefore, CSR reporting is studied in this research 
within a frame that combines an understanding of first the conception and then the 
implementation in order to understand reporting. This holistic overview description, 
understanding and the explanation have been processed in three stages- open, axial and 
selective coding- with no attempt to rely on a prior hypothesis to be tested or any existing 
theories for explanation. It is how the methodology of grounded theory is approached. Adams, 
(2002) stated that “no one theory being consistently supported or refuted, thus demonstrating 
that any one of these theories can only provide a partial explanation. Indeed, whether or not a 
theory has been supported depends to a large extent on the scope of the study and the variables 
investigated.” (p.225). This approach is different from most of the other studies in the field that 
are often based on a testing a pre-determined theory or hypotheses. 
The tool used for data collection is the semi-structured interview where the interviews were 
conducted through three phases with participants from the Saudi petrochemical and energy 
industry. The personnel chosen to participate in the research were those with direct CSR 
involvement who were empowered to make decisions; most of them were leaders or managers.  
The first two phases were designed to draw a detailed picture of CSR perception, 
implementation and reporting.  The third phase was used to construct the selective codes and 
to identify the core concept in order to generate the theory. The use of the grounded theory 
methodology exactly as instructed is largely absent from the CSR literature. 
: The Generated Theory/ Mapping the terrain of CSRR in the context of Saudi Arabia 
 
The Core Concept: Accountability — Tacit and Explicit 
Accountability occupies the position of the core concept in the arena of CSRR by Saudi 
companies. Accountability is recognised by the participants as the focal influential concept for 
producing systematic CSR reports, and for achieving and maintaining the desired outcomes. 
From another angel, CSR reports can be seen as a manifestation for discharging accountability 
(Gray et al., 1996, Gray et al., 2009)) which is an essential requirement to gain a good level of 
reporting. Relatedly, Guidice et al. (2013) suggest that accountability provides a good 
explanation for the performance of family businesses in comparison to nonfamily business and 
subsequent generations of family business. Also, they confirm that “decision makers that felt 
accountable to individuals of higher status or of mixed status provided more accurate 
performance ratings” (p. 234). 
Accordingly, establishing responsibility for CSRR is the first requirement for discharging 
accountability (Gray et al., 1988). While some scholars view accountability as merely a 
dimension of responsibility (Jones, 1977; Agyemang, 2009; Sinclair, 1995), the data analysis 
carried out for this thesis shows that there is a clear relationship between accountability and 
responsibility in the Saudi context, which correlates with studies carried out in different settings 
(Gray et al., 1996; Sinclair, 1995). For example, participants emphasised that once the 
responsible persons have been identified, it needs to be made clear exactly what this 
responsibility entails, as well as all the relevant requirements of CSR reporting.  
CSR reports are not only a manifestation of accountability but also emphasise the right of 
access to information (Gray et al., 1988). When Saudi companies seek to disseminate their CSR 
information using different channels (Gray et al., 2006), they confirm implicitly, or sometimes 
overtly, their awareness of the role of accountability in discharging CSR information.  
Accountability in general, as Saudi managers perceive it, incorporates two main dimensions: 
first, assigning responsibility and accepting it based on previous desired message and outcomes 
about a given situation, and, second, an evaluation of how the duty is performed based on 
shared views and outputs agreed between the responsible person(s) and those assigning 
responsibility. Thus, the responsible actor is subject to observation and for being accountable 
for his or her performance.  
The perception of accountability by Saudi companies concurs with the definition by Gray et al, 
(1997) as “the duty to provide an account of the actions for which one is held responsible” (1p. 
334). However, it is important to realise that the dimensions of accountability are not always 
easily identifiable. That is why the grounded theory presented here accommodates two levels 
of accountability: accountability at the organisation level/leadership level and accountability at 
the management level. Accountability at the organisation level leads to establishing and then 
making the CSRR requirements (policies, procedures, performance measurement and 
resources) available to the lower level (management level). Therefore, the lower level will then 
be accountable to the higher level and, thus, accountability is disseminated between the two 
levels.  
Accountability at the management level is practised explicitly because both responsibilities 
— the responsibility for CSR and CSRR actions, and the responsibility to provide accounts of 
those actions — are clear and previously assigned. This is because CSR activities and CSRR 
have to be done as instructed by the organisation, represented by its leaders, as well as the 
willingness by assigned personnel to accept this responsibility and to provide an account of, or 
answers to questions regarding, those actions.  
From this viewpoint, accountability at the management level seems to turn CSRR inside the 
company from a voluntary practice to a compulsory practice because of the formal process that 
it follows. As a result, a systematic CSRR is likely to be obtained due to accountability at 
management level. This statement is supported by the argument that attributes poor CSRR to 
reporting of a voluntary nature (Murthy and Abeysekera, 2008). Therefore, accountability at 
the management level is mostly driven internally by the factors (policies, procedures, 
resources) that have been set previously by the leaders or top management. As a result, the 
main stakeholders of CSRR in these circumstances are internal. 
On the other hand, accountability at the organisation level is mostly driven by external drivers, 
such as governmental encouragement, government development plans, media, public pressure, 
and religion and culture; drivers which, in many cases, are not explicitly formulated. This level 
is related to what Valor (2005) posits as that accountability “should be understood as social 
corporate control” (p. 197) if we see that ‘social control’ incorporates all the external drivers.  
Thus, accountability in such cases is voluntarily accepted to some extent and, therefore, is tacit 
and informal. Accepting this type of accountability (external and voluntary) implies different 
levels of responsibility that can lead to establishing a mechanism for CSRR inside the company. 
The influence of this accountability can be reflected in the leaders’ attitudes towards and 
actioning of CSR in general and CSRR in particular; for example, the allocation of financial 
resources, adaption of operations, supporting awareness campaigns and influencing opinion 
within and outside the company.  
Furthermore, the impact of tacit accountability can be noticed in collective CSR practices or 
behaviours across different organisations; for example, the growing interest in the 
environment-related negative impacts among many companies can be seen a result of a shared 
source accountability pressure, such as media coverage. 
Commitment  
The power of tacit and informal accountability is that it has the capacity to reflect the level of 
positivity held by leaders towards CSRR. A positive attitude can be translated into an effective 
or ineffective commitment based on the quality of execution. In this grounded theory, in a 
voluntary environment of CSRR, and a high and effective level of commitment to CSRR will 
pave the road for the company to engage in CSR practices through applying the concept of 
accountability.  
A number of CSR commitment statements in companies’ visions, missions and reports use 
these as indicators to define disclosure quality and conclusiveness (Kamla, 2007); or to define 
social and environmental regulations (Tilt, 2016; Schuman, 2013) or to describe how 
organisations are committed to social and environmental responsibility (Mandurah et al., 
2012). However, there is a dearth in the literature in exploring the relationships between the 
level of commitment, the external and internal drivers and accountability. I argue here that 
accountability at organisation level needs effective commitment to CSRR that can be created 
or evolved by external and/or internal drivers, as will be explained later in this chapter. 
Arbitrary CSRR and Systematic CSRR 
Despite the low level of CSRR in Saudi Arabia as the data showed and aligned with many 
other studies (Al-Janadi et al., 2012; Khasharmeh and Desoky, 2013; Abdulhaq and 
Muhamed, 2015), the Saudi CSRR practices can be described as arbitrary and inconsistent, 
either within companies as a group or within individual companies. This is due to the lack of 
a formal mechanism for CSRR. There are also transparency issues that may affect the quality 
and the standards of that reporting. 
Tschopp and Huefner (2014) contend that, in general, “CSRR has come a long way since early 
reports were first issued, but there remain many deficiencies in comparability, consistency, 
reliability, and relevance” (p. 565). However, the deficiency of CSRR is more acute in 
developing countries (Visser, 2009). Poor reporting has been linked to the voluntary nature of 
CSRR (Murthy and Abeysekera, 2008). Furthermore, reporting standards vary because of the 
voluntarism situation (see Tilt, 2016).  
The data from this research show that guidance for companies in Saudi Arabia on how and 
where to report is not available, so, in many cases, they rely on their own judgements. 
Furthermore, the existing gap between CSR implementation and CSRR is another indicator of 
the lack of a formal and systematic mechanism for CSRR in Saudi Arabia. All of these features 
confirm the arbitrary reporting situation that can mainly be linked - as confirmed by the 
participants - to the lack or absence of accountability, especially accountability at management 
level. That is because, without the capacity to call those who hold CSRR responsibility to 
account for their actions, there is no basis for attaining and maintaining a good standard of 
reporting. 
CSR reports are produced as a result of a ‘shared expectation’ (Frink, 2004, p. 2) between top 
management/leadership and the producers of CSR reports. As Frink (2004) states 
“[o]rganizational responses to the need for accountability from its members include the 
creation of such mechanisms as formal reporting relationships, performance evaluations, 
employment contracts, performance monitoring…” (p.3). Thus, accountability is an essential 
aspect for achieving a systematic and sustainable reporting mechanism. 
There is a potential mutual relationship between reporting either systematic or arbitrary and 
accountability at organisational level. Since reports are a manifestation to accountability and a 
reflection of expectations by firms as to who think they are accountable to and what they are 
accountable for, reports, in turn, will contribute in shaping the public discourse (Buhr, 2008).  
Desired Outcomes/Benefit Realisation 
Desired outcomes are the positive results that are expected or sought by practising CSR. Based 
on whether CSRR is arbitrary or systematic, different types and levels of outcomes are expected 
to be gained. Also, the sustainability of these outcomes can be attributed to how the CSR 
activities were systematically processed, documented, measured and then reported. 
 There is a list - as will be discussed later in this section - of a variety of objectives for CSR 
activities and CSRR within |Saudi companies. These objectives are mainly expected to serve 
as advantages to the company itself; however, there are some others which are expected to 
advance society, for example engaging in cooperative endeavours with externals and spreading 
and enhancing the concept of CSR. Nevertheless, there is a high possibility for interactivity 
among these objectives. 
Many of the desired outcomes that are related to the company revolve around marketing. The 
relationship between competitiveness and CSR has been documented in the literature, often 
relating to the environment and ecologically-sound employment (Schuman, 2013), but scholars 
have also noted that CSR may be seen as an integral part of competitiveness (Tamkeen 
sustainability Advisors, 2010; Boulouta and Pitelis, 2014). Disclosing CSR information can 
serve the competitive advantage of the company as a mode of positive promotion, 
strengthening its image and reputation and adding value to its brands (Adams, 2002; Yao, 
2011; Yelkikalan and Köse, 2012; Ali, 2017). This positive marketing via CSRR can increase 
employees’ loyalty as well as customer loyalty (Murthy and Abeysekera, 2008). Avoiding 
potential public criticism also increases the social recognition of the business (Yelkikalan 
and Köse, 2012) as well as enhancing credibility with stakeholders (Adams, 2002; Jamali, 
2007). Win-win orientation is a desired outcome resulting from CSR activities (Baker, 2014). 
The desired outcomes previously outlined highlight the connection between the business case 
and the CSR practices in Saudi Arabia which is more convergent to the Western model 
(Chapple and Moon, 2005; Tschopp and Huefner, 2014). In addition, CSR in the Saudi context 
is mainly managed within companies by a committee from the marketing or HR department 
while accountants, in most cases, are not involved. Despite the fact that concepts like 
philanthropy and giving back show an important threshold of awareness has been reached 
regarding the concept of CSR in Saudi companies, the desired outcomes that are being 
manifested for marketing purposes may shift the emphasis in developing countries, and 
especially Saudi Arabia, from a philanthropic orientation (Jamali, 2007; Emtairah et al., 2009; 
Visser, 2009) to the importance of the business case.  
Compliance with standards and then reporting is accountability in action, as accountability 
acknowledges the right to information about companies’ practices (Gray et al., 1996). 
Compliance can be understood in the Saudi context as compliance with governmental 
regulations and recommendations regarding the environment and social responsibility, as well 
as compliance with religious and cultural norms. While companies are obliged to comply, 
mainly to environmental (Naser and Nuseibeh, 2003; Tschopp, 2012) and employee 
regulations, as in other countries, there is no obligation regarding religious (apart from Zakat) 
and cultural rules and standards (see for example Issa (2017) who found that reporting using 
the GRI guidelines is low and that Zakat is the CSR socially-related activity most practised by 
these Saudi companies). However, companies in Saudi Arabia are usually and voluntarily 
highly respectful of these expectations and rarely breach such rules intentionally.  
Even though the current Saudi CSRR practices have some transparency issues, such as a lack 
of detail and a reluctance to make negative disclosures, transparency is still anticipated as an 
expected outcome from CSRR. This may be because of the potential association between 
enhancing credibility and image by reporting some bad news (Adams, 2002). However, there 
is a consideration regarding not only the extent of disclosed bad news, but also the type of such 
news which, if they are not chosen carefully, may negatively affect the company’s image. This 
fine line between enhancing credibility and losing it demonstrates the fear of a company of 
being accountable for its negative actions.  
Due to the perceived importance of this concept, there are calls for mandating CSRR in order 
to create more transparency. This has been seen in a number of countries particularly regarding, 
but not limited to, the environment; for example, in Canada (Tschopp, 2012), Germany 
(KPMG, 2013), Malaysia (Manaf et al., 2006) and Spain (Schman, 2013). Thus, it is clear that 
transparency and accountability are linked and the extent of perceived levels of transparency, 
communicated via CSRR, can have a positive or negative impact on trust. Relatedly, Kamla, 
(2007) adds to the absence of bad news in companies’ reports the absence of auditing, where 
both are supposed to be a system for provision of information for societies. 
Communication is one of the desired outcomes. CSR information is used by Saudi companies 
to connect with their stakeholders and to influence perceptions of the company. Using different 
methods to disclose CSR information confirms the company’s desire to disseminate it widely 
for a variety of users. This shows how the reports are used to communicate details of the 
company’s activities and to create a specific company image, especially via voluntary 
disclosure. For example, annual reports as a medium for disclosing CSR information serve to 
enhance understanding and to create a positive picture of an organisation; therefore, these 
reports are an important medium of communication (Tewari, 2012). Hartman et al. (2007) 
pointed to that investors - Americans in particular - consider corporate communication about 
CSR by reviewing issues related to corporate citizenship when making investment decisions. 
Using the Internet as a communications channel is popular with Saudi companies due to its 
cost-effectiveness, ease of access and the ability to reach large numbers of stakeholders. The 
advantages of using the Internet in the Saudi context is also confirmed by scholars Khasharmeh 
and Desoky (2013). 
Even though Saudi companies do not clearly prioritise targeted stakeholders - other than 
shareholders and government - there is a reasonable level of attention paid to the role of CSR 
information in facilitating interaction with a range of stakeholders. CSRR communicates the 
company’s concept of philanthropy, charity and its engagement with society’s needs.  
Based on the previous discussion, there are a range of desired outcomes of CSRR (marketing, 
compliance, transparency and communication) which have different levels of importance. 
Some desired outcomes are the result of others (for example, a positive company image can 
lead to enhanced credibility). The data show that desired outcomes can also be internal drivers. 
For example, the relationship between compliance, image and company reputation will often 
influence company leaders’ perceptions and attitudes towards CSR. However, participants did 
not explicitly articulate this connection.  
CSRR Drivers  
Scholars examine CSRR incentives using a range of research foci, in different geographical 
contexts, while deploying a variety of methodologies (Adams, 2002). As a result, the literature 
contains a number of terms labelling these incentives. For example, ‘motivations’ (Murthy and 
Abeysekera, 2008), ‘determinants’ (Huang and Watson., 2015; Yao et al., 2011), ‘factors’ or 
‘variables’ (Adams, 2002; Jamali and Mirshak, 2007), and ‘drivers’ (Tschopp, 2012) when 
considering the reasons for companies to undertake CSR.  
This thesis distinguishes between the term ‘desired outcomes’ (sometimes referred to in the 
literature as motivations or drivers) and ‘CSR drivers’. As mentioned above, desired outcomes 
are the positive results that are expected or sought by applying CSR practices, while CSR 
drivers are the forces that have the capacity to influence and drive a company’s CSRR 
behaviour.  
Within the extant literature, there is no definitive list of CSR drivers; nor is there broad 
agreement regarding the most common or influential. There are several of these drivers that 
potentially influence Saudi companies to report on their CSR activities. However, as Tschopp 
(2012) points out, “there is often just one primary reason companies issue a CSR report” (p. 
7). The grounded theory presented by this thesis groups these forces into external drivers and 
internal drivers. 
The external drivers are outside the company. The external drivers that have been identified 
by the findings of this thesis are the government (through its regulations, including 
development plans and recommendations), non-government (public, NGOs, media and peer 
companies), and others (religion, culture and the economic situation). 
Government has proved to be an important external driver and even, in some cases, a primary 
driver. This explains why ‘compliance’ is an important desired outcome. Companies are more 
likely to report their CSR information if there are governmental regulations that can be 
imposed. The importance of government to CSR has been discussed and documented in the 
literature (see for example, Belal and Qwen, 2007; Unerman and O’Dwyer, 2007 Kamla, 2007; 
Tamkeen sustainability advisors, 2010; Yao et al., 2011; Tschopp, 2012; Fifka, 2013). 
However, mandating CSR regulations needs to be carefully considered as, especially in 
developing countries, this may ‘breed further corruption’ (Belal, 2004, p.281). It may also lead 
a company to direct its CSR activities to serve its own interests as the data presented in this 
thesis show. The participants of this research favoured mandating CSRR, but not CSR 
activities. This demonstrates the importance of the role of the government in driving CSRR, 
while, at the same time, leaving space for companies to choose their CSR activities voluntarily. 
However, some scholars (Gray et al., 1988) are in favour of minimum levels of mandated 
disclosure.  
Not only are regulations assumed to increase reporting, but the guidance and recommendations 
from regulators can also contribute to the growth of reporting rates (KPMG, 2013, 2015). In 
the Saudi context, the impact of government rules is more apparent in the case of environmental 
protection regulations. These types of regulations are growing in importance globally (Al-
Tuwaijri et al., 2004; Gray et al., 1998; Ali and Rizwan, 2013) and, thus, are becoming more 
important for Saudi companies operating across international markets. In this connection, but 
from different angle, a study by Al-Janadi et al. (2016) shows that voluntary disclosure by 
Saudi companies is negatively influenced by government ownership, but has heavy influence 
on management’s decision-making. This result adds to the clear potential influence that 
government has.  
The second group of external drivers are non-governmental. For example, pressure from the 
media is shown by this research to have a type of power to direct companies’ attitudes and 
behaviour towards CSRR. Saudi companies use media (particularly the Internet) as a source of 
information reflecting the various viewpoints of their stakeholders, as well as for disseminating 
its CSR information. While the media significantly contributes to the spread of the CSR 
concept, it is argued by Tamkeen Sustainability Advisors (2010) that this adds to width not to 
depth, as it is limited to the “sense of rewarding responsible corporate practices and criticising 
corporate irresponsibility” (p. 9) 
These media-based interactions demonstrate the important role that media plays; firstly, in 
attracting stakeholders’ attention to a company’s CSR activities, and, secondly, in presenting 
public expectations and exerting pressure on the company to report on its responsible actions 
(Visser, 2006; Yao et al. 2011; Tschopp, 2012). Therefore, media not only facilitates public 
awareness regarding the impact of companies’ actions, especially environmental issues, but 
also functions as a convenient way to disseminate the company’s CSR information (Manaf et 
al., 2006) and provides timely communication to broad range of stakeholders (Saleh, 2009). 
The role of NGOs as external and non-governmental drivers is not as influential as the media, 
but cannot be ignored in the context of Saudi Arabia. This is particularly the case with the 
indirect pressure of international NGOs raising awareness of CSR issues. National charity 
institutions also have a degree of influence, as Saudi companies find them as a convenient 
channel to apply their philanthropic approach of CSR.  
The impact of NGOs on CSRR is noticeable when the role that is played by the NGOs is 
prominent across the entire business system, as is the case in Malaysia (Saleh, 2009) and Brazil 
(Tschopp, 2012), whereas the opposite is true in Bangladesh where NGOs exert very little 
pressure (Belal, 2004; Momin, 2006).  
Public pressure in Saudi Arabia is growing as a result of increasing societal awareness of the 
consequences of companies’ actions as well as the role of business in society as a whole. 
Societal expectations create pressure on companies for more information relating to their 
practices, not only economic activities, but also social and environmental activities. Failure to 
respond to this type of pressure may lead to a loss of credibility or reputation and, in some 
cases, legal action (Naser et al., 2006; Kabir and Akinnusi, 2012). Even though public pressure 
is not a primary external driver in the Saudi context - unlike in many developed countries where 
public pressure is a main driver for CSRR (Adam, 2002) - it seems that it is gaining more 
importance; this is especially due to its link to tacit accountability, which is defined by this 
thesis as the core concept in the arena of CSRR in Saudi Arabia.  
Currently, public pressure in Saudi society is not organised by bodies such as unions and 
formalised pressure groups, as is the case in many developing countries (Haniffa and Cooke, 
2005). However, the power and effectiveness of social media is bringing together voices and 
increasing the momentum of public influence regarding, for example, employment and 
environmental issues. The more visibility and exposure the company has, the more attention it 
receives and the potential pressure that may be exerted increases. SAGIA’s (2008) study 
emphasises the connection between the pressures of different stakeholders and the growing 
focus on accountability and transparency. The study highlights the public awareness of national 
and international issues as well as public expectations regarding companies’ economic, 
environmental and social impacts, on growing demand for publicly reporting CSR activities. It 
is therefore, important for the company to firstly identify and define the sources of criticism, 
and then prioritise engagement with stakeholders, in order to construct an effective 
communications framework that is capable of responding to that pressure. That means having 
to extend social reporting and the accountability of organisations beyond shareholders to 
include other stakeholders whereby the public are a part (Gray et al., 1988, ; Gray et al., 1996; 
Kamla, 2007).  
The influence of peer companies is apparent, especially where there is an absence of national 
official guidance. A company will observe other companies’ successful reporting behaviour, 
using it as a guide for practice, and, thus, a mimetic mechanism - the third level of institutional 
theory (Gray et al., 2009) - is adopted by companies as a convenient solution to a lack of formal 
guidance. Some scholars do not recognise this mimetic behaviour as originating from a goal-
oriented perspective (Shabana et al., 2017). However, in cases such as these, CSRR is carried 
out with a desire to be on a par with peers and from an awareness of desired outcomes to be 
gained from that reporting. While the imitation of CSR behaviour can lead to a state of 
homogenisation within a particular industry, it can also lead to a lack of creativity regarding 
CSR activities. Mimetic behaviour can stifle CSR innovation and the range and scope of 
activities. 
The group of ‘other’ external drivers refers to drivers such as religion, culture and the 
economic situation, aspects of which are part of daily social and business life that are not 
directly controlled by government or other institutions. These drivers can often be defined by 
their impact. The values, rules and norms associated with these drivers implicitly shape the 
behaviour of business in a society (Haniffa and Cooke, 2005; Matten and Moon, 2008; Wang 
and Juslin, 2009). Culture is influenced by religion so, they are strongly related (Sulaiman and 
Willet, 2003). In this thesis, religion, culture and the economic situation have been identified 
as potential influences that might drive the CSRR behaviour of companies in Saudi Arabia.  
The potential for religious and cultural influence on Saudi business is due to the companies 
operating in an overtly religious society, where Islamic teachings are dominant and highly 
respected across the nation. Saudi culture is deeply rooted and reliant on Islamic teachings 
(Kamla 2007). Saudi society tends to maintain rigid rules regarding belief, behaviour and 
normative thinking that leads to great respect for norms and traditions (Hofstede 1980; Cassell 
and Blake, 2102). Saudi Arabia is considered a collectivistic society, one which nurtures strong 
relationships among its groups’ members (Ronnegard, 2013), and positively acknowledges 
hierarchical order and centralisation in business as well as in national and social contexts 
(Hofstede Insights, no date). The value that Saudi society places on relationships and associated 
hierarchies may explain the need that companies have for seeking models of CSRR practices 
that allow them to imitate successful companies.  
The integration of women in the Saudi workforce is an important and debated issue, especially 
in the international media, as part of a broader discussion about women’s rights (Emtairah et 
al., 2009). Due to predominant social discourse and cultural forces, Saudi businesses used to 
face significant challenges in creating suitable work opportunities for women and, thus, 
difficulty in increasing female numbers in the workforce (Emtairah et al., 2009). These 
challenges currently seem to be dissolving as a result of a number of political and social 
changes. Data analysed from this thesis research seems to show notable improvements in 
women’s participation in the workforce in general, with numbers increasing. It is also clear that 
women are beginning to hold high-level management positions and are leading on CSR in some 
companies. 
It was evident throughout the data analysis that Saudi companies recognise a strong relationship 
between CSR/CSRR and the religious and cultural value system of the country. Islamic 
teachings, such as giving back, fairness, honesty, justice, helping others, not harming people 
or the environment, acting responsibly and doing good in general, are seen as values that need 
to be applied in CSR practices. This shows why the philanthropic approach carries weight when 
defining CSR in Saudi Arabia, as well as in implementing this concept inside the company, as 
previously explained at the beginning of this chapter.  
The religious and cultural influences on CSR activities, as well as on reporting, manifest in 
many CSR programmes (supporting health and people in need, for example) and can be 
disclosed under categories such as ‘donations’ or Sadaqaht, a term that is directly linked to the 
teachings of Islam. Zakat is another category that refers to the annual mandatory 2.5% of 
income payment that is payable to the government, but must be used for charitable purposes 
according to specific Islamic criteria. Islamic influence on Saudi business culture can be seen 
also on business education wherein many Islamic accounting courses are offered in Saudi 
universities and, more recently, the spread of Islamic banking systems where financing and 
accounting are practised according to Shari’ah, which prohibits interest contracts (Kamla, 
2007)  
The importance of religion and culture as potential drivers identified in this thesis is consistent 
with many other studies (Jamali and Mirshak, 2007; Kamla, 2007; Visser, 2009; Tilakasiri, 
2011; Ronnegard, 2011; Khurshid, 2013; Ronnegard, 2013; Tilt, 2016). It is argued that 
understanding national culture advances provides broader insight on how informal institutional 
settings such as religion and culture can impact corporate initiatives and enhance social welfare 
(Halkos and Skouloudis, 2016). Visser (2009), however, also cautions that overt religious 
requirements towards society may narrow the scope of CSR activities and reduce development 
away from a mostly philanthropic approach.  
The data gathered from participants in this thesis study show that Saudi business 
representatives see the link between the CSR concept and Islam. Some participants see CSR as 
a concept originally emerging from Islamic teaching and one which does not require separate 
terminology to describe it. It is assumed, for example, that the practice of giving is firmly rooted 
in Saudi culture and does not need to be created or actively encouraged. SAGIA (2008) notes 
that this “deep seated tradition of giving offers a strong starting point to further implement CSR 
practices into business” (p.14). At the same time, participants were aware and very open to the 
broad framework that interweaves CSR into the mainstream activities of the business.  
Furthermore, the Islamic view of responsibility embraces concepts such as transparency and 
accountability that require disclosing information, which assures fair business practices and 
responsible use of resources. Through disclosure, everyone in the process will be accountable, 
not only to Allah, but to all those involved, because avoiding causing harm to anyone is a 
significant meaning of the notion ‘Ummah’ that is central to Islamic ethics and is conductive 
to CSR (Jamali and Sdiani, 2013). That said, some companies tend not to disclose all of their 
donations in their annual reports, as Islam favours an anonymous approach to charitable giving 
(Momen, 2006; Jamali, 2007); it seems from my data that this attitude is more prevalent in 
family-run companies where the owner is the main decision-maker. Therefore, this idea of the 
value of anonymity cannot be generalised for shareholder companies where the transparency 
concept is present in the business culture and disclosing CSR information enhances the 
company image in a religious society and also reflects well upon its stakeholders and 
shareholders (Kamla, 2007).  
Many Saudi CSR programmes were born out of economic and political situations and 
changes, for example, Saudization and unemployment. Manifestations such as these of Saudi 
economic conditions are important business CSR concerns. While international discourse puts 
labour rights, workplace conditions, the environment and corruption at the centre of the 
international CSR agenda (Visser, 2009; Emtairah et al., 2009), the central role of CSR in Saudi 
Arabia is to tackle widespread unemployment by balancing foreign versus local employment. 
This is because Saudi companies are heavily reliant on large numbers of workers recruited from 
outside the country. Companies’ CSR contributions to education and health are another 
indicator of the alignment of CSR practices with the requirements of the economic change. The 
Saudi economy, like many other Arab countries, is orientating towards the global economy and 
open-door policies, encouraging privatisation and foreign investment (Kamla, 2007; Informa 
Middle East, 2014).  
Although the influence of the economic situation is more apparent regarding CSR activities 
(see, for example, Haniffa and Cooke, 2005; Kamla, 2007; Visser 2009; Tilt, 2016) than on 
CSRR, it can be argued that economic diversification and growth will encourage more 
companies to engage in CSRR due to international partnerships and create more awareness for 
business leaders and the wider Saudi society. It is likely that more uniformity in CSRR 
practices will be seen with greater integration in the global market. However, this may not be 
the case if national regulations and economic conditions necessitate specific mandatory CSRR 
practices (Eljayash, 2013). 
The internal drivers are the drivers that are associated with the main characteristics of the 
company and its internal context, such as: leaders, company size and sector, partnerships and 
parent company. This research found that these internal drivers are likely to influence the nature 
(i.e. the quality, quantity, and dissemination of reporting) and the extensiveness of CSRR in 
Saudi Arabia.  
Leaders are one of the most important internal drivers because of their significant impact on 
the adoption of the concept of CSR, actively engaging the company with CSR, selecting and 
implementing suitable CSR activities, and communicating outcomes with prospective 
stakeholders. The voluntary setting provides a space for leaders to apply their perspectives in 
this regard, which may be shaped in different ways; for example, their personal attitudes 
towards CSR and the business case for CSR, especially when the shareholder perspectives are 
prioritised (Gjølberg, 2009). Business leaders are influenced by social and cultural norms, 
economic and political aspects and, accordingly, the various contributions that companies can 
provide to support national development (SAGIA, 2008). The attitude of the top management 
will be reflected in its commitment to CSR, which is formed by different external and internal 
drivers (Adams, 2002; Jamali, 2007; Tilt, 2016). As this thesis shows, there is a clear 
relationship between corporate leadership commitment and explicit accountability when it is 
formal. Valor (2005) suggests that companies change their behaviour according to the change 
in the moral values of the decision-makers and this is a condition for accountability.  
The size of the company appears to be also an important internal driver to CSR disclosure 
(Adams, 2002; Gray, 2007; Yao, et al., 2011; Garriga and Mele, 2004; Holder-Webb et al., 
2009), as is the industry in which the company operates. As noted above, large companies are 
more visible and exposed to different types of pressures than their smaller counterparts. It is 
more likely to see more CSR information disclosed by big companies than small enterprises 
(Adelopo, 2013; Bayoud, 2012). Furthermore, it is possible that company size can impact on 
the formality of the reporting process, due to the availability of resources for CSR activities 
and CSRR, and the responsible department within the company (Adams, 2002). It has been 
shown that business size is a factor in variations regarding CSRR practices (Khasharmeh and 
Desoky, 2013); however, some scholars (for example, Ponnu and Okoth, 2009) do not 
recognise a significant relationship between CSRR and a company’s size.  
The industry within which a company operates plays an important role in driving CSRR. The 
nature of a company’s work can lead to it experiencing higher levels of scrutiny from different 
stakeholders and society at large, especially when the core of its work is environmentally 
sensitive. This puts pressure on particular companies (oil and manufacturing companies, for 
example) to avoid negative attention from either the public or the government. This is one 
explanation for the variation in CSRR (Gray et al., 1995: Gray and Bebbington, 2001). Saudi 
companies in the oil and energy industry, for example, tend to disclose environmental 
information more than other industries; this is in order to maintain a positive image and to meet 
stakeholders’ expectations regarding the impact on the environment and society. Therefore, as 
the particular industry has an influence on CSRR (Manaf et al., 2006) this influence can be 
seen in the type and quality of the disclosed information (Eljayash, 2013), which may drive 
companies to mainly disclose positive or neutral information (Gray et al.,1995; Kamla 2007) 
The data support the idea that a business partnership is a good instrument for enhancing CSR 
activities and the CSRR of the partners. The partnership can bring the company into association 
with the government or with national or international partners. The association with 
government offers potential for applying the governmental CSR vision and is expected to foster 
and improve the CSR practices inside the company (Dobers and Halme, 2009). Partnerships 
with international companies that have high CSR profiles can facilitate transferring knowledge 
and expertise between partners and helps in tackling ongoing challenges. Some Saudi oil 
companies have gained some experiences, through some international partnerships, in how to 
interweave the CSR concept into a whole business process and how to engage in responsible 
practices. The role that partnerships play is very important, especially for Saudi companies, in 
order to address many issues, like protecting the environment and solving human capital 
problems (Tamkeen Sustainability Advisors, 2008; Ali, 2012). 
The parent company in the Saudi context has an important role in issuing a CSR report and 
also in defining its content. The driver ‘parent company’ is classified here as an internal driver 
because the company and its parent are very often both based in Saudi Arabia. This is not 
usually the case in developing countries, for example Bangladesh, where parent companies and 
their influence tend to originate from developed nations (Belal and Owen, 2007) The influence 
of the parent company stems from instructions flowing from the parent company and the 
compliance that is expected (Jamali 2007). In the Saudi context, where there is no official 
guidance, companies may seek advice from their parent company regarding CSRR practices. 
However, this does not mean copying the parent company, as other factors may prevent 
duplication, such as the availability of resources and the stakeholders’ requirements; or, for 
example, it might be that the company uses the ISO 14000, while the parent company uses the 
G4 (Tschopp, 2014).  
Previously presented, the substantial elements of CSRR map - CSRR drivers, accountability, 
arbitrary/systematic reports and desired outcomes - were outlined, discussed and correlated. 
The following section is devoted to discussing the generated theory in relation to the existing 
theories. 
 
The Generated Theory and the Existing CSRR Theories 
The map/ model discussed earlier - wherein accountability appears as the core concept- 
articulates a range of concepts and the main elements of Saudi CSRR territory. It provides an 
initial but wide-ranging look that can guide us in approaching an explanation for CSRR 
practices. The focus on ‘accountability’ is a potential way of seeing and understanding the 
picture like many other existing theories; however, it differs in that it is a tentative attempt. 
Theory, according to Gray et al (2009) “is, at its simplest, a conception of the relationship 
between things. It refers to a mental state or framework and, as a result, determines, inter alia, 
how we look at things, how we perceive things, what things we see as being joined to other 
things and what we see as ‘good’ and what we see as ‘bad’” (p.6) 
Accountability- in the grounded theory of this study- as discussed previously in this chapter 
and also in chapter 1, is not a new concept in the social accounting field, nor does it exclude 
any potentiality of other existing theories that are capable of evaluating and explaining the 
addressed practice. The lens that is used in the investigation in addition to the availability of 
contextual considerations in regard to the phenomenon under enquiry is what enables a theory 
to evolve and be shaped. 
 However, it is argued that many theories utilised to provide interpretations of CSR (most 
notably stakeholder theory and legitimacy theory) are complementary rather than contrasting 
with each other. These full theories have been criticised for providing incomplete explanations 
for the phenomenon under investigation (Gray 1996; Adams 2002; Gray et al., 2009; Deegan 
2002) and because they “exhibit a significant bias towards the private sector, developed 
countries and large organisations” (Gray et al., 2009, p.20). Omran and Ramdhony (2015) take 
this further and suggest that the empirical application of different theories shows that one 
theory may succeed in one place but not in another; for example, legitimacy theory is more 
suitable for developed countries while stakeholder theory fits better with organisations that 
operate in developing counties.  
While the framework of the theory generated in this study is originally descriptive (positive 
theory), it deductively suggests normatively what should be done to achieve systematic 
reporting (see Chapter 6 and 7). 
Glaser and Strauss (1967) recommend that a newly developed substantive theory should be 
compared with more formal theories that already exist. This allows for the substantive theory 
to be linked to the body of existing knowledge and, furthermore, a substantive theory may 
enable the development of a grounded formal theory.  
Even though the data analysis evolved to present the accountability (at both levels) as the main 
interpretation for CSRR practices in the context of Saudi Arabia, variants of the existing full 
theories were able to provide some explanations, especially stakeholder theory, legitimacy 
theory and institutional theory.  
 
Practical Contribution  
On a practical level the study findings firstly establish a detailed framework for CSR 
perception, implementation and reporting on a single platform (refer Chapter 5). This study 
enables an organisation working within the Saudi context to review current Saudi CSR 
practices and to advance CSR development based on clear criteria and theory. Second, the 
results elicited by application of the grounded theory map encourage Saudi Arabian 
corporations to engage in CSRR practices by reflecting their activities within an appropriate 
template. Using the map, Saudi organisations answer questions such as what drives the 
reporting, how is systematic reporting achieved, what are the benefits of reporting and how the 
dynamics of standardised reporting are effective. Answering these interrogations satisfies the 
accountability that is the engine for CSR reporting. 
The first and second findings together - both the framework and the model/map – constitute a 
roadmap for decision makers, regulatory bodies and standards codifiers (especially SOCPA) 
for organised policy formulation so as to enhance CSRR practices and to consider mandating 
disclosures. By adhering to the findings in this study Saudi Arabia, as a member of both G20 
group of nations and Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), will put itself in a position of influence 
over national corporate standards and inter-market regulations for other member nations within 
the G20 and GCC. 
 
8.3 Limitations of the Study 
The study has not analysed all CSRR elements and cannot claim to be representative of all 
Saudi companies. The sample used for this research focused on petrochemical companies and, 
one of the strongest sectors in the Saudi economy, representing more than 60% of non-oil Saudi 
exports (refer Chapter 3). Thus, other sectors, such as financial organisations, and other types 
of company ownership, such as family-owned businesses, may draw different emphases on 
some aspects of the framework and model/map especially in terms of the influence of religion 
on reporting (refer Chapters 6 and 7).  
Moreover, in seeking to understand Saudi CSRR practices and their forms as currently exist, 
discriminate (i.e. not random) semi-structured interviews were carried out with corporate 
managers mainly. Therefore, any findings should be received as generalisations with inherent 
caution that understandings and explanations of CSRR were collated from the perspectives of 
targeted individuals and therefore subject to individual shortcomings and pre/misconceptions 
and personal intellectual vision on the part of both the interviewees and the interviewer. 
Both the semi-structured interview procedure for data collection followed by the analysis of 
the grounded theory were both challenging and time consuming. Accessing and 
communicating with targeted interviewees proved difficult due to a natural resistance to the 
interview process and cultural obstacles such as societal hierarchy and the position of women 
in the Saudi workplace. Thus, the three rounds of data collection were spread over an 18-month 
period during which changes and advances occurred. Whilst every effort was made to 
overcome accessibility barriers, these efforts were equalled by attention to update data to 
ensure currency of information. 
4 Recommendations for Future Research Focusing on the Saudi Arabia Context 
A number of challenges and perceptions were evident from the data analysis, either explicit or 
implicit. The challenges demonstrate the areas on which recommendations can be highlighted 
and future research could be based to assist the evolution of CSRR in the Saudi arena.  
The first challenge identified is related to the perception of CSR: 
 The findings showed that decision makers translate the concept of CSR into action in 
terms of making charitable donations. This mindset hinders creative thinking and 
restricts more visionary application of CSR, limiting CSR’s possibilities. Interviewees 
demonstrated also a suspicion of CSR reporting, considering it a tool for holding 
companies to account leaving the organisation open to both governmental and societal 
negative criticism. Thus, CSRR is generating a defensive, reactive attitude rather than 
a positive, proactive approach. A perceived potential exposure to attack is an obstacle 
to expanding CSRR participation. Add to that the participants demonstrated varied 
understanding and perceptions of CSR and its reporting within the same organisation. 
In view of these challenges related mainly to how CSR is perceived, promoting CSR 
in the public arena and educating the business community will assist in overcoming 
this approach. 
 
The second challenge identified is related to CSR implementation: 
 There is a lack of guidance at governmental level. The government has no agreed 
framework for CSR implementation nor is it geared up to be the main source of 
reference/information on CSR. Companies are, therefore, acting according to their own 
vision of CSR or imitating other corporate practitioners both of which actions might 
lead to inadequate, diverse practices. Because the government is largely “hands off” 
CSR procedure and implementation, there is a lack of collaboration and coordination 
between government, companies and beneficiaries of CSR activities. The government 
encourages but does not facilitate. The reference of this study to the Saudi Arabia 
context is relevant here as it is only by “soft” discussion that the government will be 
persuaded to engage more actively. 
 A form of encouragement exists in the Responsible Competitive Award (RCA) which 
awarded in recognition of CSR activities of Saudi companies. However, this award is 
open to criticism as it tends to be won by companies with large CSR budgets and which 
actively promote CSR as part of the company brand rather than the quality of the 
activities espoused. The RCA is received positively in the business community in Saudi 
Arabia as it raises awareness of CSR and encourages participation but its award criteria 
is under scrutiny in the business community. To avoid accusations of bias the RCA 
should be encouraged to consult with the corporate sector in a essence of transparency 
to expand and develop its objectives. 
 Companies perceive CSR as a potential point of conflict with their customers who can 
put pressure on the companies if CSR activities are at variance with customers’ 
expectations.  In addition, the public often take CSR activities- when provided- for 
granted and, in some cases, expect the activities to continue as if they are a mandatory 
requirement. Creative education campaigns would address this attitude.  
 Companies working to a limited budget for CSR indicate that administering the 
activities takes a disproportionate amount of time and staff resource. CSR education 
amongst business officials would achieve a higher profile for the concept which would 
then be perceived as an integral part of business administration rather than an 
imposition or burden. 
 
The third challenge identified is related to CSR reporting: 
 Based on the data, there is no guidance or intervention at government level for CSR 
reporting; there are no published guidelines nor advisory bodies as a starting reference 
point. The government is not proactive in promoting CSR reporting. Also, international 
guidance standards and protocols such as GRI and ISO 26000 are perceived as non-
applicable to the Saudi business arena. Existing tools prepared with developed countries 
in mind are deemed to be complicated and directed towards large companies. Further, 
it is perceived by the respondents that those companies using GRI etc. are already 
providing a higher standard of CSR than those who do not which may mislead our 
conclusion towards the actual CSR contributions of companies. . There is limited 
availability of information relating to CSRR practices with no independent body 
offering a central focus for information dissemination. Further, accessibility to 
information is challenging. Responsibility for informing the business community 
should be assumed by government and NGO’s thus raising the profile of CSRR 
practices to a formal, official level. Again, government rigour and regulation which 
must be tailored to the national considerations is a crucial need. 
 International CSR protocols demand that negative CSR issues are published as well as 
positive indicating the objective of corporate transparency. Interviewees demonstrate 
reluctance to embrace this aspect as it is perceived as damaging to Company reputation 
leaving the organisation open to negative criticism. Accountability, the identified 
engine for CSRR in this study, has transparency as its consequence that is only 
completely satisfied should both negative and positive issues be disclosed. Enhanced 
transparency will assist corporate decision makers and the stakeholders to make 
decisions based on accurate information of CSR activities.  
 
 Companies are highly aware of the resources which CSRR may demand; company 
investment in time and money engenders resistance from company decision makers. 
This attitude exhibits how companies perceive CSRR and its cost in converting it to a 
company benefit. Which in turn, raises the issue of how CSR is perceived- as either a 
tool or a goal- and where in the company strategy CSR is located. Accountability at the 
management level (formal and explicit) as explained in chapters (6, 7) is what is needed 
to advance the reporting practices. 
 
In conjunction with the points raised above, there is notable resistance amongst the 
interviewees for CSR activities to be made a mandatory corporate requirement. It is deemed 
that those companies already engaged in CSR activities have already demonstrated their 
commitment; to enforce engagement would result in low quality of CSR activities. 
Interviewees reinforced their objection to mandated CSR participation citing their dislike of 
mandated models used -even proved meaningful- in other countries. The participants believe 
that CSR should emerge from a sense of responsibility rather than obligation and regulation. 
On the other hand, some of the interviewees (consultants in particular) believe that mandating 
companies’ participation in CSR reporting- instead of CSR activities- will enhance both 
activities and reporting practices. Hence, the mutual expected influence can be observed. This 
is an important area as where to exert the concept of accountability at the organisation level in 
its holistic view. Despite that there is an apparent emphasis on social accountability in which 
should be driven by the government, there are many other means can activate that 
accountability such as NGOs, media and education. The uncertainty around the applicability 
of international proposals feeds the need for national framework and facilitates CSRR to be 
obligatory. Such proposals include GRI- even used by few big Saudi companies- and even the 
IRI.    
Note mentioning, citing the different needs of the various Saudi regions and the public and 
private charity sectors, interviewees agree that CSR activities and reporting can only advance 
if increased collaboration and coordination is effected. In this way practices will be 
standardised, reducing duplication of CSR activities as organisations will operate from a 
position of clarity with regards to society’s needs which could then be addressed and 
coordinated on the whole-nation spectrum.  
 
5 Summary  
The chapter has concluded on the study’s findings, both the detailed picture of CSR arena and 
the generated theory. It has outlined a detailed dissection of CSR practices and shown that there 
is a gap between how CSR is perceived and how it is implemented in favour of perception. 
Also, there is a gap between how it is implemented and how it is reported. CSR is seen as an 
“external” to the day-to-day operations and lacks systematic strategy. CSRR is voluntary, 
arbitrary, inconsistent with lack of depth and no formal mechanism. The main explanation for 
these shortcomings can be blamed on the lack of accountability in addition to the absence of 
governmental intervention and regulation(s). The chapter has highlighted the contributions and 
the main limitations arising from the study as well as recommendations for further research.    
References  
Abubakar, M., Kaoje, N. and Abdulazeez, M. (2016). Research Methodology in Accounting 
Research. IOSR Journal of Research & Method in Education (IOSR-JRME, 6(4), pp. 
30–37. 
AccountAbility (2018) About AccountAbility Available at: 
http://www.accountability.org/about-us/about-accountability/ (Accessed: 26 August 
2018). 
Adams C., Hill W. and Roberts C. (1998). Corporate Social Reporting Practices in Western 
Europe: Legitimating Corporate Behaviour. British Accounting Review, 30(1), pp. 1–
21. 
Adams, C. (2002). Internal organizational factors influencing corporate social and ethical 
reporting: beyond current theorising. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 
15(2), pp. 223-250. 
Adams, C. (2004). The ethical, social and environmental reporting-performance portrayal 
gap. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 17(5), pp. 731-57. 
Adelopo, I., Ceo Moure, R. and Obalola, M. (2013). On the Effects of Legal and Cultural 
Institutions on Corporate Social Disclosures by Banks. Occasional Papers Series, De 
Montfort University, Leicester,  pp.1-24. 
Agyemang, G. (2009). Responsibility and accountability without direct control?: Local 
education authorities and the seeking of influence in the UK schools sector. 
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 22(5), pp. 762-788. 
Ahamad Nalband, N. and Al‐Amri, M. (2013). Corporate social responsibility. 
Competitiveness Review, 23(3), pp. 284–295. 
Akrout, M. and Ben Othman, H. (2013). A Study of the Determinants of Corporate 
Disclosure in MENA Emerging Markets. Reviews on Global Economics, 2(1), pp. 46–
59. 
Al-Bassam, W., Ntim, C., Opong, K. and Downs, Y. (2015). Corporate Boards and 
Ownership Structure as Antecedents of Corporate Governance Disclosure in Saudi 
Arabian Publicly Listed Corporations. Business & Society,  57(2), pp.335-377. 
Ali, A. and Al-Aali, A. (2012). Corporate Social Responsibility in Saudi Arabia.Middle East 
Policy, Middle East Policy, 19(4), pp. 40-53. 
Ali, W. and Rizwan, M. (2013). Factors influencing corporate social and environmental 
disclosure (csed) practice in the developing countries: an institutional theoretical 
perspective. International Journal of Asian Social Science, 3(3), pp. 590–609. 
Ali, W., Frynas, J. and Mahmood, Z. (2017). Determinants of Corporate Social 
Responsibility (CSR) Disclosure in Developed and Developing Countries: A 
Literature Review. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 
24(4), pp. 273–294. 
Al-janadi, Y., Rahman, R. and Omar, N. (2012). The level of voluntary disclosure practices 
among public listed companies in Saudi Arabia and the UAE: Using a modified 
voluntary disclosure index. International Journal of disclosure and Governance, 9(2), 
pp.181-201. 
Al-Khater, K. and Naser, K., (2003). Users’ perceptions of corporate social responsibility and 
accountability: evidence from an emerging economy. Managerial Auditing Journal, 
18(6/7), pp. 538–548. 
AlNaimi, H., Mohammed, H., and Momin, M. (2012). Corporate social responsibility 
reporting in Qatar: a descriptive analysis. Social Responsibility Journal, 8(4), pp. 511-
526. 
Alotaibi, K. and Hussainey, K. (2016). The determinants of CSR disclosure quantity and 
quality: Evidence from non-financial listed firms in Saudi Arabia. International 
Journal of Disclosure and Governance, 13(4), pp.364-393. 
 Al‐Razeen, A. and Karbhari,Y. (2004). Interaction between compulsory and voluntary 
disclosure in Saudi Arabian corporate annual reports. Managerial Auditing Journal, 
19(3), pp. 351-360. 
Al-Twaijry, A., Brierley, J. and Gwilliam, D. (2003). The development of internal audit in 
Saudi Arabia: an institutional theory perspective. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 
14(5), pp. 507–531. 
Al-Twaijry, M., Brierley, A., and Gwilliam, R. (2002). An examination of the role of audit 
committees in the Saudi Arabian corporate sector. Corporate Governance: An 
International Review, 10(4), pp. 288-297. 
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants (1977) The measurement of corporate 
social performance, New York: AICPA. 
Baker, R. (2014). Breakdowns of Accountability in the Face of Natural Disasters: The Case 
of Hurricane Katrina. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 25(7), pp. 620–632. 
Barnett, M. (2016). The Business Case for Corporate Social Responsibility: A Critique and 
an Indirect Path Forward. Business & Society, doi:.7650316660044. 
Barriball, L. and While, A. (1994). Collecting data using a semi-structured interview: a 
discussion paper. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 19(2), pp. 328–335.  
Bartels, W. Fogelberg, T., Hoballah, A. and Van Der Lugt, C. (2016). Carrots & Sticks - 
Global trends in sustainability reporting, regulations and policy. available at 
https://assets.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmg/pdf/2016/05/carrots-and-sticks-may-
2016.pdf  
Bartels, W., Fogelberg, T., Hoballah, A. and Van Der Lugt, C.T., 2016. Carrots and Sticks–
Global trends in sustainability reporting regulation and policy. 
Bayoud, N., Kavanagh, M. and Slaughter, G. (2012). Factors Influencing Levels of Corporate 
Social Responsibility Disclosure by Libyan Firms: A Mixed Study. International 
Journal of Economics and Finance, 4(4), pp.13–29.  
Bebbington, J. (2001). Sustainable Development: A Review Of The International 
Development, Business And Accounting Literature. Accounting Forum, 25(2), June, 
pp. 128-157. 
Bebbington, J. and Harrison, J. (2017). Global Climate Change Responsiveness in the USA: 
An Estimation of Population Coverage and Implications for Environmental 
Accountants. Social and Environmental Accountability Journal, 37(2), pp. 137-143. 
Bebbington, J., Gray, R. and Owen, D.(1999). Seeing the wood for the trees: taking the pulse 
of social and environmental accounting. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability 
Journal, 12(1), pp.47-52. 
Bebbington, J., Larrinaga, C. & Moneva, J.M., 2008. Corporate social reporting and 
reputation risk management. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 21(3), 
pp. 337–361.  
Belal A., Momin M. (2009). Corporate social reporting (CSR) in emerging economies: a 
review and future direction. Research in Accounting in Emerging Economies 9(1): 
119–143 
Belal, A. (2001). A study of corporate social disclosures in Bangladesh. Managerial Auditing 
Journal, 16 (5), pp. 274-289. 
Belal, A. (2004). The Prospects for Corporate Social Reporting (CSR) in Bangladesh. PhD  
thesis, the University of Sheffield, UK. 
Belal, A. 2002. Stakeholder accountability or stakeholder management: a review of UK firms' 
social and ethical accounting, auditing and reporting (SEAAR) practices. Corporate 
Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 9(1), pp. 8-25 
Boadu, M. and Sorour, M. (2015). On utilizing grounded theory in business doctoral 
research: Guidance on the research design, procedures, and challenges. International 
Journal of Doctoral Studies, 10(9), pp. 143–166. 
Bogdan, R. and Taylor, S. (1975). Introduction To Qualitative Research Methods: A 
Phenomenological Approach To The Social Sciences. New York: John Wiley & Sons, 
Inc. 
Borgatti, S. (2005). Introduction to Grounded Theory, available online at 
www.analytictech.com/mb870/introtoGT.htm 
Boulouta, I. and Pitelis, C. (2014). Who Needs CSR? The Impact of Corporate Social 
Responsibility on National Competitiveness. Journal of Business Ethics, 119(3), pp. 
349–364. 
Brundtland, G. (1987). Our common future: Report of the 1987 World Commission on 
Environment and Development. United Nations, Oslo, 1, p.59. 
Bryant, A., & Charmaz, K. (2007). Introduction: grounded theory research methods and 
practices. In A. Bryant & K. Charmaz (eds.) The Sage handbook of grounded theory. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE,  pp. 1-28. 
Bryman, A. (1984). The Debate about Quantitative and Qualitative Research : A Question of 
Method or epistemology .  The British Journal of Sociology, 35(1), pp. 75-92 
Bryman, A. (2001). Social Research Methods. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Buchner, S. (2011). The Concept of CSR - An empirical study of practitioners'  CSR 
conceptions. Master's thesis. Linnæus University, Kalmar. 
Buhr, N. (2010). Histories of and rationales for sustainability reporting. In Sustainability 
accounting and accountability (pp. 76-88). Routledge. 
Burrell, G. and Morgan, G. (1979). Sociological paradigms and organisational analysis: 
elements of the sociology of corporate life. London: Heinemann Educational. 
Burton, B., Farh, J., and Hegarty, W. (2000). A cross-cultural comparison of corporate social 
responsibility orientation: Hong Kong vs. United States students. Teaching Business 
Ethics, 4(2), pp. 151-167. 
Campbell, D. Craven, B. and Shrives, P.. (2003) Voluntary social reporting in three FTSE 
sectors: a comment on perception and legitimacy. Accounting, Auditing and 
Accountability Journal, 16(4), pp. 558–581. 
Capital Market Authority (2018) Capital Market Authority Overview. Available at: 
https://cma.org.sa/en/AboutCMA/Pages/AboutCMA.aspx (Accessed: 3 May 2018). 
Carroll, A. (1999). Corporate Social Responsibility: Evolution of a Definitional Construct. 
Business & Society. Business & society,  38(3), pp. 268–295. 
Carroll, A.B. (1991). The pyramid of corporate social responsibility: Toward the moral 
management of organizational stakeholders. Business Horizons, 34(4), pp.39-48. 
Carroll, A.B. (2004). Managing ethically with global stakeholders: a present and future 
challenge. The Academy of Management Executive, 18(2), pp. 114-120. 
Carroll, A.B. (2008). A history of corporate social responsibility: Concepts and practices. The 
Oxford handbook of corporate social responsibility. doi: 
10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199211593.003.0002 
Cassell, M.  and Blake, R. (2012). Analysis Of Hofstede’s 5-D Model: The Implications Of 
Conducting Business In Saudi Arabia. International Journal of Management 
Information Systems, 16(2), pp. 151–160. 
Chapple, W. and Moon, J. (2005). Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) in Asia: A Seven-
Country Study of CSR Web Site Reporting. Business & Society, 44(4), pp. 415-441. 
Charmaz, K. (2006). Constructing grounded theory: A practical guide through qualitative 
analysis. London: Sage 
Charmaz, K. (2008). Constructionism and the grounded theory method, in Holstein, J. and 
Gubrium, J. (eds.) Handbook of constructionist research.  New York: The Guilford 
Press,  pp. 397-412.  
Chua, W. (1986). Radical Developments in Accounting Thought. The Accounting Review, 
61(4), pp. 601–632. 
CIA, The World Factbook (2018). Middle East: Saudi Arabia. Available at: 
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/sa.html (accessed 
4th  April 2018) 
Cohen, L. Marian L. and Morrison K. (2007). Research Methods in Education. New York: 
Routledge Cole. 
Collis, J. & Hussey, R. 2014, Business research: a practical guide for undergraduate & 
postgraduate students, 4th edn. Houndmills, Basingstoke, Hampshire: Palgrave 
Macmillan, 
Collis, J. and Hussey, R. (2009). Business re-search: a practical guide for undergradu-ate & 
postgraduate students. 3rd edn. Basingstoke; New York: Palgrave Macmillan. 
Com, M. (2004). Accounting Theory. New Delhi: Maharshi Dayanand University, pp. 542-
552 
Corbin, J. and Strauss, A. (1990). Grounded theory research: Procedures, canons, and 
evaluative criteria. Qualitative Sociology, 13(1), pp. 3-21. 
Corbin, J.M. & Strauss, A.L. 2008, Basics of qualitative research: techniques and procedures 
for developing grounded theory, 3rd edn. California; London: SAGE Publications. 
Cowen, S., Ferreri, L. and Parker, L. (1987). The impact of corporate characteristics on social 
responsibility disclosure: A typology and frequency-based analysis. Accounting, 
Organizations and Society, 12(2), pp. 111-122. 
Crane, A., Matten, D. and Spence, L. (2014). Corporate social responsibility: readings and 
cases in a global context. 2nd edn. Abingdon, Oxon;New York, NY: Routledge. 
Creswell, J. (1998). Qualitative Inquiry And Research Design: Choosing Among Five 
Traditions. California: SAGE Publications, Inc. 
Creswell, J. (2003). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods 
approaches. 2nd edn. California: Sage 
Dahlsrud, A. and Dahlsrud, A. (2008). How Corporate Social Responsibility is Defined: an 
Analysis of 37 Defnitions. Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental 
Management, 15 (1), pp .1–13. 
Dawkins, C. and Fraas, J. (2008). An Exploratory Analysis of Corporate Social 
Responsibility and Disclosure. Business & Society, 52(2), pp. 245–281.  
De Vaus, D. (2001). Research design in social research. London: SAGE. 
De Villiers, C. and Alexander, D. (2014). The institutionalisation of corporate social 
responsibility reporting. British Accounting Review, 46(2), pp. 198–212. 
De Villiers, C., Rinaldi, L. and Unerman, J. (2014). Integrated Reporting: Insights, gaps and 
an agenda for future research. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 27(7), 
pp. 1042-1067. 
Deegan, C. (2002). The legitimising effect of social and environmental disclosures: a 
theoretical foundation. Accounting, Auditing &Accountability Journal, 15 (3), pp. 
282-311. 
Deegan, C. and Soltys, S. (2007). Social accounting research: an Australasian perspective. 
Accounting Forum, 31(1), pp. 73-89. 
Denzin, N. and Lincoln, Y. (2005). Intoduction: The Discipline and Practice of Qualitative 
Research, in Denzin, N. and Lincoln, Y. (eds.) The SAGE handbook of qualitative 
research. 4th edn. Thousand Oaks; London: SAGE, pp.1-42 
DiMaggio, P.J. & Powell, W.W. 2000, "The iron cage revisited institutional isomorphism and 
collective rationality in organizational fields. In: Economics Meets Sociology in 
Strategic Management, Emerald Group Publishing Limited, , pp. 143-166. 
Dobers, P. and Halme, M. (2009). Corporate social responsibility and developing countries. 
Corporate Social Responsibility and Environmental Management, 16(5), pp. 237–
249. 
Duff, A. and Guo, X. (2010). Corporate Social Responsibility and The Professional 
Accounting Firm: insights from firms’ disclosures. The Centre for Business 
Performance of ICAEW , pp. 1-19. Available at: https://www.icaew.com/-
/media/corporate/files/products/sustainability/tecpln9787-crs-briefing-16-dec-
final.ashx (Accessed: 12 August 2018). 
Edwards, R. and Holland, J. (2013). What is qualitative interviewing?. 1st edn. London: 
Bloomsbury. 
Eisenhardt, K. and Eisenhardt, K. (1989). Building Theories from Case Study Research. 
Academy of Management Review, 14(4), pp. 532–550. 
Elharidy, A., Nicholson, B., and Scapens, R. (2008). Using grounded theory in interpretive 
management accounting research. Qualitative Research in Accounting & 
Management, 5(2), pp. 139-155. 
Eljayash, K., Kavanagh, M. and Kong, E. (2013). Environmental Disclosure Practices in 
National Oil and Gas Corporations and International Oil and Gas Corporations 
Operating in Organization of Arab Petroleum Exporting Countries.  International 
Journal of Business, Economics and Law, 2(1), pp. 35–52. 
Elkington, J. (1999). Cannibals with forks: the triple bottom line of 21st century 
business, Pbk. edn. Oxford: Capstone. 
Emtairah, T., Al-Ashaikh, A., and Al-Badr, A. (2009). Contexts and corporate social 
responsibility: the case of Saudi Arabia. International Journal of Sustainable Society, 
1(4), pp. 325–46. 
Eugénio, T., Costa Lourenço, I. and Morais, A. (2010). Recent developments in social and 
environmental accounting research. Social Responsibility Journal, 6(2), pp. 286-305. 
European Commission, Growth (2018) Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR). Available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/growth/industry/corporate-social-responsibility_en (Accessed: 16 
March 2018). 
Fifka, M. (2013). Corporate Responsibility Reporting and its Determinants in Comparative 
Perspective – a Review of the Empirical Literature and a Meta‐analysis. Business 
Strategy and the Environment, 22(1), pp. 1-35. 
Frankfort-Nachmias, C. and Nachmias, D. (1996). Research methods in the social 
sciences. 5th edn. London: Edward Arnold. 
Frankfort-Nachmias, C. and Nachmias, D. (2008). Research methods in the social sciences. 
7th edn. New York: Worth Publishers. 
Freeman, R. (2004). The stakeholder approach revisited.  Journal of Business Ethics, 5(3), 
pp. 228-254. 
Frink, D. and Klimoski, R. (2004). Advancing accountability theory and practice: 
Introduction to the human resource management review special edition. Human 
Resource Management Review, 14(1), pp. 1–17. 
Garriga, E. and Melé, D. (2004). Corporate Social Responsibility Theories: Mapping the 
Territory. Journal of Business Ethics, 53(1/2), pp. 51–71.  
General Investment Authority (2018) Invest Saudi,Why Saudi Arabia. Available at: 
https://investsaudi.sa/en/why-saudi-arabia/ (Accessed: 3 May 2018). 
Geva, A. (2008). Three Models of Corporate Social Responsibility: Interrelationships 
between Theory, Research, and Practice. Business and Society Review, 113(1), pp. 1-
41. 
Gill, J. and Johnson, P. (2002). Research methods for managers. 3rd edn. London: SAGE. 
Gioia, D., Corley, K. and Hamilton, A. (2012). Seeking Qualitative Rigor in Inductive 
Research: Notes on the Gioia Methodology. Organizational Research Methods, 16(1), 
pp. 15–31. 
Gjølberg, M. (2009) Measuring the immeasurable?: Constructing an index of CSR practices 
and CSR performance in 20 countries. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 25(1), 
pp. 10-22. 
Glaser, B. (1992). Basics of grounded theory analysis : emergence vs forcing. Mill Valley, 
CA: Sociology Press 
Glaser, B. (1998) Doing Grounded Theory: Issues and Discussions. Mill Valley, CA: 
Sociology Press, 
Glaser, B. and Strauss, A. (1967). The Discovery of Grounded Theory: Strategies for 
Qualitative Research. Chicago: Aldine. 
Glaser, B.(1978). Theoretical sensitivity: Advances in the methodology of grounded theory 
(Vol. 2). Mill Valley, CA: Sociology Press 
Global Reporting Initiative (2018) About GRI. Available at: 
https://www.globalreporting.org/information/about-gri/Pages/default.aspx (Accessed: 
26 August 2018). 
Global Reporting Initiative (2018) Available at: 
https://www.globalreporting.org/information/about-gri/Pages/default.aspx (Accessed: 
26 August 2018). 
Golob, U., Podnar, K., Elving, W., Ellerup Nielsen, A., Thomsen, C. and Schultz, F. (2013) 
CSR communication: quo vadis?. Corporate Communications: An International 
Journal, 18(2), pp. 176-192. 
Goulding, C. (2002). Grounded Theory: A Practical Guide for Management, Business and 
Market Researchers. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE. 
GPCA (2018) Home - GPCA. Available at: http://gpca.org.ae/. (Accessed 15 May 2018). 
Gray, R. (2000). Current developments and trends in social and environmental auditing, 
reporting and attestation: a review and comment. International journal of 
auditing, 4(3), pp. 247-268. 
Gray, R. (2001). Thirty years of social accounting, reporting and auditing: what (if anything) 
have we learned?. Business Ethics: A European Review 10(8-15), pp. 9-15. 
Gray, R. (2007) Taking a Long View on What We Now Know About Social and 
Environmental Accountability and Reporting. Issues In Social And Environmental 
Accounting, 1(2), pp. 169-198. 
Gray, R. (2008). Social and Environmental Accounting and Reporting: From Ridicule to 
Revolution? From Hope to Hubris? - A Personal Review of the Field. Issues In Social 
And Environmental Accounting,  2(1), pp. 3-18. 
Gray, R. (2013). Environmental, social + sustainability accounting: Quo Vadis?. Journal of 
Accounting and Organizations, 7(17), pp. 4-5. 
Gray, R. and Bebbington, J. (2001). Accounting for the environment. 2nd edn. London: 
SAGE. 
Gray, R., Adams, C. and Owen, D. (2014). Corporate social responsibility and accountability, 
in:  Accountability, social responsibility and sustainability: accounting for society and 
the environment. Pearson Higher Ed.  
Gray, R., Dey, C., Owen, D., Evans, R. and Zadek, S. (1997) Struggling with the praxis of 
social accounting Stakeholders, accountability, audits and procedures. Accounting, 
Auditing & Accountability Journal, 10(3), pp. 325-364 
Gray, R., Kouhy, R. and Lavers, S. (1995). Constructing a Research Database of Social and 
Environmental Reporting by UK Companies: A Methodological Note. Accounting 
Auditing and Accountability Journal, 8(2), pp. 78 - 101. 
Gray, R., Kouhy, R., and Lavers, S. (1995). Corporate social and environmental reporting: a 
review of the literature and a longitudinal study of UK disclosure. Accounting, 
Auditing and Accountability Journal, 8(2), pp. 47-77. 
Gray, R., Owen, D. abd Adams, C. (1996). Accounting and accountability. London;New 
York: Prentice Hall. 
Gray, R., Owen, D. and Adams, C. (2009). Some theories for social accounting?: A review 
essay and a tentative pedagogic categorisation of theorisations around social 
accounting. In: Sustainability, environmental performance and disclosures. Emerald 
Group Publishing Limited, pp. 1-54. 
Gray, R., Owen, D. and Maunders, K. (1988). Corporate social reporting: emerging trends in 
accountability and the social contract. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability 
Journal, 1(1), pp. 6-20. 
GSBM (2014). Expansion of Downstreaming on a Large Scale in Saudi Arabia. German - 
Saudi Business Magazine, (October), pp.6-10. 
Guba, E., and Lincoln, Y. (1994). Competing paradigms in qualitative research. in Denzin, N. 
and Lincoln, Y. (eds.) Handbook of qualitative research. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE, 
pp. 105-117. 
Guidice, R., Mero, N. and Greene, J. (2013) Perceptions of accountability in family business: 
Using accountability theory to understand differences between family and nonfamily 
executives. Journal of Family Business Strategy, 4(4), pp. 233-244. 
Gulf Base (2018) GulfBase, GCC Stock Markets, News, Islamic Finance, Mutual Funds. 
Available at: https://www.gulfbase.com/ (Accessed: 6 September 2018). 
Gurd, B. (2008). Remaining consistent with method? An analysis of grounded theory 
research in accounting. Qualitative Research in Accounting & Management, 5(2), pp. 
122-138. 
Guthrie, J. and Parker, L. (1989). Corporate Social Reporting: A Rebuttal of Legitimacy 
Theory. Accounting and Business Research,  19(76), pp. 343-352.  
Guthrie, J., & Parker, L. (2010). Corporate social disclosure practice: a comparative 
international analysis. In Social and Environmental Accounting. UK: SAGE 
Publications,  pp. 157-172). 
Habbash, M. (2016). Corporate Governance and Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure: 
Evidence from Saudi Arabia. Journal of Economic and Social Development, 3(1), pp. 
87-103. 
Halkos, G. and Skouloudis, A. (2016). Cultural dimensions and corporate social 
responsibility: A cross-country analysis. Munich Personal RePEc Archive , MPRA 
Paper No. 69222. 
Hanafi, R. (2006). An exploration of corporate social and environmental disclosure in Egypt 
and the UK: a comparative study, PhD thesis, Glasgow University, UK. 
Haniffa, R. and Cooke, T. (2005). The impact of culture and governance on corporate social 
reporting. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 24(5), pp. 391–430. 
Haniffa, R. and Hudaib, M. (2007). Exploring the Ethical Identity of Islamic Banks via 
Commnication in Annual Reports. Journal of Business Ethics, 76(1), pp. 97-116. 
Hartman, L., Rubin, R. and Dhanda, K. (2007). The communication of corporate social 
responsibility: United states and European union multinational corporations. Journal 
of Business Ethics, 74(4), pp. 373–389. 
Hofstede Insights, (no date). Country Comparison: What about Saudi Arabia. Available at: 
https://www.hofstede-insights.com/country/saudi-arabia/ (Accessed: 3 March 2018)  
Hofstede, G. (1980). Motivation, leadership, and organization: do American theories apply 
abroad?. Organizational dynamics, 9(1), pp. 42-63. 
Holder-Webb, L. Cohen, J., Nath, L. and Wood, D. (2009). The supply of corporate social 
responsibility disclosures among U.S. firms. Journal of Business Ethics, 84(4), pp. 
497–527. 
Hopwood, A. (1983). On trying to study accounting in the contexts in which it operates. 
Accounting, Organizations and Society, 8(2), pp.287–305. 
Hopwood, A. (2009), Accounting and the environment. Accounting, Organizations and 
Society, 34(3-4), pp. 433–439. 
Hossain, M. and Andrew, J. (2006). Corporate Social and Environmental Disclosure in 
Developing Countries : Evidence from Bangladesh, conference paper, Asian Pacific 
Conference on International Accounting Issues, Hawaii. 
Hossain, M. and Hammami, H. (2009). Voluntary disclosure in the annual reports of an 
emerging country: The case of Qatar. Advances in Accounting, 25(2), pp. 255–265. 
Howell, K. (2000). Discovering the limits of European integrations: Applying grounded 
theory (pp. 21- 26). New York: Nova Science Publishers, Inc.  
Huang, X. and Watson, L. (2015). Corporate social responsibility research in accounting. 
Journal of Accounting Literature, 34, pp. 1-16. 
Hussein, M., Hirst, S., Salyers, V. and Osuji, J. (2014). Using Grounded Theory as a Method 
of Inquiry : Advantages and Disadvantages. The Qualitative Report, 19(27), pp.1-15. 
Hussein, M., Hirst, S., Salyers, V. and Osuji, J., (2014). Using grounded theory as a method 
of inquiry: Advantages and disadvantages. The Qualitative Report, 19(27), pp. 1-15. 
Hussey, J. and R. Hussey (1997) Business Research: A Practical Guide For Undergraduate 
And Postgraduate Students, UK: MacMillan Press Ltd. 
Hyde, K. F. (2000). Recognising deductive processes in qualitative research. Qualitative 
market research: An international journal, 3(2), pp. 82-90. 
Informa Middle East. (2014). Top CSR Trends In Saudi Arabia. Available at: 
http://csrpulse.com/top-csr-trends-in-saudi-arabia/ (Accessed: 1 August 2017) 
Ioannou, I. and Serafeim, G. (2012). What drives corporate social performance? The role of 
nation-level institutions. Journal of International Business Studies, 43(9), pp. 834-
864. 
ISO - International Organization for Standardisation (2018) ISO 26000 Social responsibility. 
Available at: https://www.iso.org/iso-26000-social-responsibility.html (Accessed: 26 
August 2018). 
Issa, A. (2017). The Factors Influencing Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure in the 
Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. Australian Journal of Basic and Applied Sciences, 11(10), 
pp. 1–19. 
Jabbar, A. (2015). Bnefits of Using NVIVO for Data Management. Available at: 
https://researcholic.wordpress.com/about/ (Accessed  30 July 2018) 
Jadwa Investment, ( 2017). Petrochemicals and the Vision 2030. Jadwa Investments. available 
at: http://www.jadwa.com/en/download/petrochemicals-and-the-vision-2030/research-
13-1-1-1-1-1-1 
Jamali D. (2007). The case for strategic corporate social responsibility in developing 
countries. Business and Society Review, 112(1), pp. 1–27. 
Jamali, D. and Mirshak, R. (2007). Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR): Theory and 
Practice in a Developing Country Context. Journal of Business Ethics, 72(3), pp.243–
262. 
Jamali, D. and Neville, B. (2011). Convergence Versus Divergence of CSR in Developing 
Countries: An Embedded Multi-Layered Institutional Lens. Journal of Business 
Ethics, 102(4), pp. 599–621. 
Johnson-Cramer, M. (2008). Stakeholder Theory. In Kolb, R. (eds.) Encyclopedia of Business 
Ethics and Society . California: Sage Publications. 
Judith A. Holton, P.D. (2010). The Coding Process and Its Challenges. Grounded Theory 
Review: An International Journal, 9(1), pp.20-40 
Kabir, H. and Akinnusi, D. (2012). Corporate social and environmental accounting 
information reporting practices in Swaziland. Social Responsibility Journal, 8(2), pp. 
156-173. 
Kamla R. (2007). Critically appreciating social accounting and reporting in the Arab Middle 
East: A postcolonial perspective. Advances in International Accounting, 20(1), pp. 
105–177. 
Kaya, U and Yayla, H. (2007). Remembering Thirty-five Years of Social Accounting: A 
Review of the Literature and the Practice. Munich Personal RePEc Archive, Available 
at :  http://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/3454/ 
Khan, S. (2014). Qualitative Research Method: Grounded Theory. International Journal of 
Business and Management, 9(11), pp. 224–233. 
Khan, S., Al-yafi, W. and Arabia, S. (2013). Exploring Corporate Social Responsibility in 
Saudi Arabia : The Challenges Ahead. Journal of Leadership, Accountability and 
Ethics, 10(3), pp. 65–79. 
Khasharmeh, H. and Desoky, A. (2013). On-line Corporate Social Responsibility 
Disclosures : The Case of the Gulf Cooperation Council ( GCC ) Countries. Global 
Review of Accounting and Finance, 4(2), pp. 39 – 64. 
Khurshid, M.A., Al-Aali, A., Soliman, A., Malik, O. and Khan, T. (2013). Awareness of 
Corporate Social Responsibility in an Emerging Economy. Life Science Journal, 
10(4), pp.2229- 2240. 
King Khalid Foundation (2018) Responsible competitiveness award. Available at: 
http://www.kkf.org.sa/en/KKA/Pages/CompetitivePrizeResponsible.aspx (Accessed: 
3 May 2018). 
King Khalid Foundation (2018) Who We Are. Available at: 
http://www.kkf.org.sa/en/AboutKKF/Pages/Overview.aspx (Accessed: 3 May 2018). 
Kisenyi V, Gray R. (1998). Social disclosure in Uganda. Social and Environmental 
Accounting, 18(2), pp. 16–18. 
KPMG (2013). The KPMG Survey of Corporate Responsibility Reporting 2013: Executive 




KPMG, 2015. The KPMG Survey of Corporate Responsibility Reporting 2015: Currents of 
changes. Kpmg. Available at: 
https://home.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmg/pdf/2015/12/KPMG-survey-of-CR-
reporting-2015.pdf.  
Kuhn, T. (1970) The structure of scientific revolutions, 2nd edn. London;Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press. 
Laine, M. and Järvinen, J. (2013). Constructing financial environmental information: a case 
study of a Nordic energy company. CSAF Conference, 15-17th December, 2013, 
UAEU College of Business and Economics, Abu Dhabi. 
Laughlin R. C. (1995). Methodological themes: Empirical research in accounting: Alternative 
approaches and a case for `middle-range' thinking. Accounting, Auditing and 
Accountability Journal, 8(1), pp. 63-87. 
Law, J.(2018). Accountability. In A Dictionary of Finance and Banking.: Oxford University 
Press. Available at: 
http://www.oxfordreference.com.ezproxy.brunel.ac.uk/view/10.1093/acref/97801987
89741.001.0001/acref-9780198789741-e-18 (Accessed: 4 July 2018) 
Lerner, J. and Tetlock, P. (1999). Accounting for the effects of accountability. Psychological 
bulletin, 125(2), p.255. 
Lewis, L. and Unerman, J. (1999). Ethical Relativism: a reason for Differences in Corporate 
Social Reporting?. Critical Perspectives on Accounting, 10(4), pp. 521-547. 
Locke, K. (2001). Grounded Theory in Management Research. Thousand Oaks, London: 
SAGE. 
Mackenzie, N. and Knipe, S. (2006). Research dilemmas: Paradigms, methods and 
methodology. Issues in educational research, 16(2), pp. 193-205. 
Manaf, N.,  Atan, R. and Mohamed, N. (2006). Environmentally sensitive companies social 
responsibility and reporting : A study of Malaysian companies. A paper presented at 
the 5th Australasian Conference on Social and Environmental Accounting Research. 
Sydney, pp.1–25. 
Mandurah, S., Khatib, J. and Al-Sabaan, S. (2012). Corporate social responsibility among 
Saudi Arabian Firms: an empirical investigation. Journal of Applied Business 
Research, 28(5), pp. 1049-1057 
Martin, P. and Turner, B. (1986) Grounded theory and organizational research. The journal of 
applied behavioral science, 22(2), pp. 141-157. 
Mathews, M. (1984). A suggested classification for social accounting research. Journal of 
Accounting and Public Policy, 3(3), pp. 199-221. 
Mathews, M. (1997). Twenty-five years of social and environmental accounting research. 
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 10(4), pp. 481-531. 
Matten, D. and Moon, J. (2008). ‘Implicit’ and ‘Explicit’ CSR: A conceptual framework for a 
comparative understanding of corporate social responsibility.’ Academy of 
Management Review, 33(2), pp. 404-424. 
Meek, G., Roberts, C. and Gray, S. (1995). Factors Influencing Voluntary Annual Report 
Disclosures By US, UK And Continental European Multinational Corporations. 
Journal Of International Business Studies, 26 (3), pp. 555-572. 
Milne, M. and Gray, R. (2007). Future Prospects for Corporate Sustainability Reporting. In  
Unerman, J., Bebbington, J. & O’Dwyer, B. (eds.) Sustainability Accounting and 
Accountability. UK: Routledge, pp. 184-208. 
Momin, M. (2006). Corporate social responsibility and reporting by multinational 
corporations in Bangladesh: an exploration, PhD thesis, University of Glasgow, UK. 
Murthy, V. and Abeysekera, I. (2008). Corporate social reporting practices of top Indian 
software firms. The Australasian Accounting Business & Finance Journal, 2(1), pp. 
36-59. 
Myers, M. (2009). Qualitative research in business and management. London: SAGE. 
Myers, M. (2013). Qualitative research in business & management, 2nd edn. London: SAGE. 
Naser, K. and Nuseibeh, R. (2003). Quality of financial reporting: evidence from the listed 
Saudi nonfinancial companies. The International Journal of Accounting, 38(1), pp. 
41–69.  
 Naser,K., Al-Hussaini,A., Al-Kwari, D., and  Nuseibeh, R. (2006). Determinants of 
Corporate Social Disclosure in Developing Countries: The Case of Qatar. Advances in 
International Accounting, 19(6), pp. 1–23.  
Neuman, W. (1991). Social research methods: qualitative and quantitative approaches. 
Boston: Allyn and Bacon. 
Neuman, W. (2011). Social Research Methods: Qualitative and Quantitative Approaches. 
USA: Allyn and Bacon 
Ng, K. and Hase, S. (2008). Grounded suggestions for doing a grounded theory business 
research. Electronic Journal of Business Research Methods, 6(2), pp. 155–170. 
Nwanji, T. (2005). The stakeholder theory and the global corporation: A case for global-
stakeholders’ interests. The BAA SEAG Conference Papers. Anglia Ruskin University 
Cambridge. Essex: UK Earlybrave Publications. pp. 23-32 
O’Dwyer, B., Unerman, J. and Hession, E. (2005). User needs in sustainability reporting: 
Perspectives of stakeholders in Ireland. European Accounting Review, 14(4), pp. 759–
787. 
O’riordan, L. and Fairbrass, J. (2008). Corporate social responsibility (CSR): Models and 
theories in stakeholder dialogue. Journal of Business Ethics, 83(4), pp. 745-758. 
Öberseder, M., Schlegelmilch, B. and Murphy, P. (2013). CSR practices and consumer 
perceptions. Journal of Business Research, 66(10), pp. 1839–1851. 
Omran, M. and Ramdhony, D. (2015). Theoretical Perspectives on Corporate Social 
Responsibility Disclosure: A Critical Review. International Journal of Accounting 
and Financial Reporting, 5(2), p.38. 
Orij, R. (2007). Corporate Social Disclosures and Accounting Theories: An Investigation. 
Paper presented at the 30th Annual Congress of the European Accounting 
Association, April, Lisbon: pp. 35-27, 
Owen, D. (2008). Chronicles of wasted time?: A personal reflection on the current state of, 
and future prospects for, social and environmental accounting research. Accounting, 
Auditing & Accountability Journal, 21(2), pp. 240–267. 
Owen, D. and O’Dwyer, B. (2008). Corporate social responsibility: The reporting and 
assurance dimension. In Crane, A., McWilliams, A., Matten, D., Moon, J. and Siegel, 
D. (eds.) The Oxford handbook of corporate social responsibility. Oxford, UK: 
Oxford University Press, pp. 384-408. 
Parker, L. (2005). Social and environmental accountability research: a view from the 
commentary box. Accounting, Auditing&Accountability Journal, 18(6), pp. 842-860 
Parker, L. (2014). Constructing a Research Field: A Reflection on the History of Social and 
Environmental Accounting. Social and Environmental Accountability Journal, 34(2), 
pp. 87–92. 
Parker, L. and Roffey, B. (1997). Back to the drawing board: Revisiting grounded theory and 
the everyday accountant’s and manager’s reality. Accounting, Auditing& 
Accountability Journal, 10(2), pp. 212-247. 
Patton, M. (2002). Qualitative Research & Evaluation Methods. Peckham: SAGE. 
Pérez, A. (2015). Corporate reputation and CSR reporting to stakeholders: Gaps in the 
literature and future lines of research. Corporate Communications: An International 
Journal, 20(1), pp. 11-29. 
Ponnu, C. and Okoth, M. (2009). Corporate social responsibility disclosure in Kenya: The 
Nairobi Stock Exchange. African Journal of Business Management, 3(10), pp. 601-
608. 
Rizk, R.; Dixon, R.; Woodhead, A., (2008),  Corporate social and environmental reporting: a 
survey of disclosure practices in Egypt. Social Responsibility Journal 4.3 (2008): 
306-323. 
Roberts, R. (1992). Determinants of corporate social responsibility disclosure: an application 
of stakeholder theory. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 17(6), pp. 595-612. 
Rodolfo, C. (2012) Examining CSR Reporting and Economic Crisis a Study of GRI 
Reporting Companies. Asian Economic and Financial Review, 2(1), pp. 30-39. 
Rojon, C. and Saunders, M.N., 2012. Formulating a convincing rationale for a research 
study. Coaching: An International Journal of Theory, Research and Practice, 5(1), 
pp.55-61. 
Ronnegard, D. (2011). Corporate Social Responsibility and the United Arab Emirates, SDGI 
Consulting – Sweden 
Ronnegard, D. (2013). CSR in Saudi Arabia: Far behind or another path?. Fountainebleau: 
INSEAD Knowledge. Available at: https://knowledge.insead.edu/csr/csr-in-saudi-
arabia-far-behind-or-another-path-2479 
Rowbottom, N. and Lymer, A. (2009). Exploring the use of online corporate sustainability 
information. Accounting Forum, 33(2), pp. 176–186. 
Rowbottom, N. and Lymer, A. (2009). June. Exploring the use of online corporate 
sustainability information. Accounting forum 33(2), pp. 176-186).  
Rowley, J. (2012). Conducting research interviews. Management Research Review, 35(3–4), 
pp. 260–271. 
Ryan, B. 2002, Research method and methodology in finance and accounting, 2nd edn, 
Cengage Learning, London. 
Ryan, B., Scapens, R. and Theobald, M. (2002). Research method and methodology in 
finance and accounting. 2nd ed. London: Thomson 
Sabban, A. (2014). Exploring corporate social responsibility policies in family owned 
businesses of Saudi Arabia. International Journal of Research Studies in 
Management, 3(2), pp. 51–58. 
SAGIA (2008). Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) in Saudi Arabia and Globally: Key 
Challenges, Opportunities and Best Practices. Dialogue hosted by Harvard Kennedy 
School CSR Initiative, Saudi Arabian Investment Authority (SAGIA) and King 
Khalid Foundation. Available at: https://sites.hks.harvard.edu/m-
rcbg/CSRI/publications/report_33_SAGIA_leadership_dialogue_final_november_08.
pdf  (Accessed: 5 May 2018). 
Saleh, M. (2009). Corporate Social Responsibility Disclosure in an Emerging Market : A 
Longitudinal Analysis Approach. International Business Research, 2(1), pp. 131–141. 
Saudi Aramco (2018) Sustainable production. Available at: 
http://www.saudiaramco.com/en/home/our-business/sustainable-production.html. 
(Accessed: 15 May 2018). 
Saudi Industrial development Fund (2018). Saudi Industrial development Fund - Home. 
Available at: http://www.sidf.gov.sa/en/Pages/default.aspx (Accessed: 6 September 
2018). 
Saunders, M., Lewis, P. and Thornhill, A. (2003). Research method for business students. 3rd 
edn. New York: Prentice Hall. 
Saunders, M., Lewis, P. and Thornhill, A. (2012). Research methods for business students. 6th 
edn. England: Pearson. 
Saunders, M.N.K. and Tosey, P.C., 2013. The layers of research design. Rapport, (Winter), 
pp.58-59. 
Schreiber, R.S. (2001). The ‘How To’ of grounded theory: Avoiding the pitfalls. In 
Schreiber, R. and Stern, P. (eds.)  Using grounded theory in nursing. New York: 
Springer. 
Schuman, R. and Mullerat, R. (2013). Corporate Social Responsibility : A European 
Perspective. European Commission, 13(6), pp. 1–22. 
Schwartz, M. and Carroll, A. (2003). Corporate Social Responsibility: A Three-Domain 
Approach. Business Ethics Quarterly , 13(4), pp. 503–530. 
Schwartz, M. and Carroll, A. (2003). Corporate social responsibility: a three-domain 
approach. Business Ethics, 13(4), pp. 503–530. 
Scott, W. (1995). Institutions and Organizations. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE. 
Scott, W. (2004). Institutional Theory : Contributing to a Theoretical Research Program,  in 
Michael A. Hitt, (eds.) Great Minds in Management The Process of Theory 
Development, Oxford UK, Oxford University Press, pp. 460–484. 
Sekaran, U. (2003). Research Methods for Business: A Skill Building Approach, 4th edn. 
New York: Wiley. 
Shabana, K. Buchholtz, A. and Carroll, A. 2017. The institutionalization of corporate social 
responsibility reporting. Business & Society, 56(8), pp.1107-1135. 
Silverman, D. (2000). Doing qualitative research: A practical handbook. London, Thousand 
Oaks, New Delhi: SAGE. 
Smith, J., Adhikari, A. and Tonskar R. (2005). Exploring differences in social disclosures 
internationally: a stakeholder perspective. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, 
24(2), pp. 123–151 
SOCPA (2018) SOCPA Home Page. Available at: 
http://socpa.org.sa/Socpa/Home.aspx?lang=en-us (Accessed: 14 May 2018). 
Soliman, M., El Din, M. and Sakr, A. (2012). Ownership structure and Corporate Social 
Responsibility (CSR): An empirical study of the listed companies in Egypt. The 
international Journal of Social Scinces, 5(1), pp. 63–74. 
Spence, L. (2007). CSR and Small Business in a European Policy Context: The Five "C"s of 
CSR and Small Business Research Agenda 2007. Business and Society Review, 
112(4), pp. 533-552. 
Spicer, A., Dunfee, T. and Bailey, W. (2004). Does National Context Matter In Ethical 
Decision Making? An Empirical Test Of Integrative Social Contracts Theory. 
Academy Of Management Journal, 47(4), pp. 610- 620. 
Strauss, A. and Corbin, J. (1990). Basics of qualitative research: grounded theory procedures 
and techniques. London; Newbury Park, CA: SAGE. 
Strauss, A. and Corbin, J. (1998) Basics of qualitative research: techniques and procedures 
for developing grounded theory, 2nd edn. London;Newbury Park, Calif: SAGE. 
Suchman, M. (1995). Managing Legitimacy: Strategic and Institutional Approaches. The 
Academy of Management Review, 20(3), pp. 571-610. 
Tamkeen Sustainability Advisors (2010). The Evolution of CSR in Saudi Arabia: The 
Changing Landscape. Available at: http://www.tamkeencsr.com/  
Tetlock, P. (1992). The impact of accountability on judgment and choice: Toward a social 
contingency model. In Advances in experimental social psychology. Academic Press, 
Vol. 25, pp. 331-376. 
Tewari, R. (2012). CSR Communication through Annual Reports: To Whom, How Much and 
Why?. International Journal of Marketing & Business Communication, 1(4), pp. 13-
24. 
Tilakasiri, K., Welmilla, I., Armstrong, A. and Heenetigala, K. (2011). A Comparative Study 
of Corporate Social Responsibility in the Developed and Developing Countries. 2nd 
International Conference on Business and Information 20th October 2011: Steering 
Excellence of Business Knowledge (ICBI 2011). University of Kelaniya, Sri Lanka, , 
University of Kelaniya, Sri Lanka. 
Tilling, M. (2004). Refinements to Legitimacy Theory in Social and Environmental 
Accounting Not One Theory but Two ( at least ). Commerce Research Paper Series, 
6(4), pp. 1–11. 
Tilt, C. (2001). The content and disclosure of Australian corporate environmental policies. 
Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 14(2), p.190. 
Tilt, C. (2016). Corporate social responsibility research: the importance of context. 
International Journal of Corporate Social Responsibility, 1(2), pp. 1–9. 
Tinker, T., Neimark, M. and Lehman, C. (1991). Falling down the hole in the middle of the 
road: political quietism in corporate social reporting. Accounting, Auditing & 
Accountability Journal, 4(2), pp. 28-54. 
Transparency International e.V.(2018) Corruption Perceptions Index 2017. Available at: 
https://www.transparency.org/news/feature/corruption_perceptions_index_2017 
(Accessed: 15 May 2018). 
Tschopp, D. (2012). Drivers of Corporate Social Responsibility Reporting; Case Studies from 
Three Reporting Companies. International Journal of Business and Social Research, 
2(2), pp. 1–11. 
Tschopp, D. and Huefner, R. (2015). Comparing the Evolution of CSR Reporting to that of 
Financial Reporting. Journal of Business Ethics, 127(3), pp. 565-577. 
UN Global Compact (2018) What is the UN Global Compact. Available at: 
https://www.unglobalcompact.org/what-is-gc (Accessed: 26 August 2018). 
UN Global Compact (2018). Available at: https://www.unglobalcompact.org/what-is-gc 
(Accessed: 26 August 2018). 
Unerman, J. and Bennett, M. (2004). Increased stakeholder dialogue and the internet: towards 
greater corporate accountability or reinforcing capitalist hegemony?. Accounting, 
Organizations and Society, 29(7), pp. 685-707. 
Unerman, J. and O’Dwyer, B. (2007). The business case for regulation of corporate social 
responsibility and accountability. Accounting Forum, 31(4), pp. 332-353. 
Unerman, J., O'Dwyer, B. and Bebbington, J. (2007). Sustainability accounting and 
accountability. London: Routledge. 
Urquiza, F., Navarro, M., Trombetta, M. and Lara, J. (2010). Disclosure theories and 
disclosure measures. Spanish Journal of Finance and Accounting/Revista Española de 
Financiación Y Contabilidad, 39(147), pp. 393-420. 
Valor, C. (2005). Corporate social responsibility and corporate citizenship: Towards 
corporate accountability. Business and Society, 110(2), pp. 191–212. 
Vigneau, L. (2014). The Interpretation and Integration of Corporate Social Responsibility in 
a Multinational Corporation, PhD thesis , University of Nottingham,UK. 
Visser, W. (2006). Revisiting Carroll’s CSR pyramid. In Corporate citizenship in developing 
countries. pp. 29-56. 
Visser, W. (2009). Corporate Social Responsibility in Developing Countries. In The Oxford 
Handbook of Corporate Social Responsibility. pp. 1–19. doi: 
10.1093/oxfordhb/9780199211593.003.0021 
Visser, W. (2010). CSR 2.0: The evolution and revolution of corporate s social 
responsibility.In Pohl,M. and Tolhurst, N. (eds.) Responsible business: How to 
manage a CSR strategy successfully. New York: Wiley, p.311. 
Visser, W. (2016). The world guide to sustainable enterprise. Volume 1, Africa and the 
Middle East. London and New York: Routledge. 
Visser, W. and Tolhurst, N. (2010). The world guide to CSR: a country-by-country analysis 
of corporate sustainability and responsibility. Sheffield: Greenleaf. 
Wang, H. Tong, L., Takeuchi, R. and George, G. (2016). Corporate Social Responsibility: An 
Overview and New Research Directions. Academy of Management Journal, 59(2), pp. 
534–544. 
Wang, L. and Juslin, H. (2009). The impact of Chinese culture on corporate social 
responsibility: the harmony approach. Journal of Business Ethics, 88(3), pp. 433–451. 
Willig, C. (2013). Grounded Theory Methodology, In Introducing qualitative research in 
psychology. UK: McGraw-Hill Education, pp. 69-82. 
Wolcott, H. (1994). Transforming qualitative data: description, analysis, and interpretation. 
Thousand Oaks, CA; London: SAGE. 
Yao, S., Wang, J. and  Song, L. (2011). Determinants of Social Responsibility Disclosure by 
Chinese firms. Discussion Paper, China Policy Institute School, The University of 
Nottingham-China Policy Institute. Discussion Paper, 72. 
Yelkikalan, N. and Köse, C. (2012). The effects of the financial crisis on corporate social 
responsibility. International Journal of Business and Social Science, 3(3), pp. 292-
300. 
Yin, R. (1994). Case study research: design and methods. 2nd edn. Thousand Oaks, CA: 
SAGE. 
Zadek, S. (1998). Balancing Performance, Ethics, and Accountability. Journal of Business 
Ethics, 17(13), pp. 1421-1441. 
Zubairu, U., Sakariyau, O. and Dauda, C. (2011). Social reporting practices of Islamic banks 
in Saudi Arabia. International Journal of Business and Social Science, 2(23).pp. 193-
205.  
 
